
INVESTORS’ PERCEPTION TOWARDS SOCIALLY 

RESPONSIBLE INVESTMENT - A STUDY WITH SPECIAL 

REFERENCE TO STOCK MARKET INVESTORS IN KERALA 

 
Thesis submitted to the 

 
UNIVERSITY OF CALICUT 

 
For the award of the degree of 

 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN COMMERCE 

 
UNDER THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND MANAGEMENT STUDIES 

 
By 

 

LAYA K S 

Under the Supervision and guidance of 

Dr. SALINI K 

Assistant Professor 

 

PG Department of Commerce & Research 

Vimala College (Autonomous), Thrissur, Kerala – 680009 

 
Affiliated to University of Calicut 

 

December 2023 



 

Laya K S 

Full Time Research Scholar 

Post Graduate Department of Commerce and Research 

Vimala College (Autonomous), Thrissur. 

University of Calicut, Kerala 

 

                                                  

DECLARATION 

 

                I hereby declare that this thesis entitled “Investors’ Perception Towards 

Socially Responsible Investment - A Study with Special Reference to Stock 

Market Investors in Kerala”, submitted to the University of Calicut, for the award 

of Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Commerce, is a record of the bonafide research 

work carried out by me under the supervision and guidance of Dr. Salini K, Assistant 

Professor, Post Graduate Department of Commerce and Research, Vimala College 

(Autonomous), Thrissur. I also declare that this thesis has not been formed the basis 

for the award of any degree, diploma, associateship, fellowship or any other title of 

recognition from any university or institution and to the best of my knowledge and 

belief, it contains no material previously published by any other person, except where 

due references are made in the text of the thesis. 

 

 

 

 

Place:   Thrissur                                                                                                                       

Date:     21st December 2022       Laya K S                                                                                              



                                                                        

 

 

 

CERTIFICATE 

 

               This is to certify that the thesis titled “Investors’ Perception Towards 

Socially Responsible Investment - A Study with Special Reference to Stock 

Market Investors in Kerala” submitted for the award of the degree of Doctor of 

Philosophy in Commerce from the University of Calicut, by Ms. Laya K S is a 

bonafide research work carried out under my supervision and guidance, and that this 

thesis has not formed the basis for the award of any degree, diploma, associateship, 

fellowship or any other title of similar recognition in this university or any other 

university or institution of higher learning. She is permitted to submit the thesis. 

 

 

 

 

Place:  Thrissur                                                                                    Dr. Salini K 

Date:   21 December 2023           Research Guide 

                                                                                                 





UNIVERSITY OF CALICUT 

CERTIFICATE ON PLAGIARISM CHECK 

 

1. Name of the research scholar    LAYA K S 

2. Title of thesis/dissertation 
INVESTORS’ PERCEPTION TOWARDS       

SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE INVESTMENT - A   

STUDY WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 

STOCK MARKET INVESTORS IN KERALA 

3. Name of the supervisor   Dr. SALINI K 

 

4. 

 

Department/Institution 

PG Department of Commerce & Research 

Vimala College (Autonomous) 

Thrissur, Kerala - 680009 

 

 

 

5. 

 

 

 

Similar content (%) identified 

Introduction

/ Review of 

literature 

Materials 

and 

Methods 

Result/ 

Discussion/ 

Summary/ 

Conclusion 

6% 2% 4% 

  Acceptable maximum limit (%) 
    10       10 1

0 

6. Software used                           iThenticate 

7. Date of verification                             13/12/2023 
                              

*Report on plagiarism check, specifying included/excluded items with % of similarity 

to be attached. 

 

Checked by (with name, designation & 

Signature)   

Name and signature of the Researcher 

Name & Signature of the Supervisor 
 

The Doctoral Committee* has verified the report on plagiarism check with the 

contents of the thesis, as summarized above and appropriate measures have been 

taken to ensure originality of the Research accomplished herein. 

 

Name & Signature of the HoD/HoI (Chairperson of the Doctoral Committee) 

 

* In case of languages like Malayalam, Tamil, etc. on which no software is available 

for plagiarism check, a manual check shall be made by the Doctoral Committee, for 

which an additional certificate has to be attached 



  

Acknowledgement 

Thank you, God, for the abundance of blessings bestowed upon me; without them, the 

completion of this research work would not have been possible. 

I have traversed through many important stages of my life on this journey, and the 

accomplishment of this path has been possible only due to the unwavering support of many kind 

souls. 

First and foremost, I would like to convey the depth of my gratitude and respect to my 

mother, Bindu, for her continuous encouragement, love, blessings, sacrifices, and support 

throughout the entirety of this endeavour. 

I express my wholehearted gratitude and indebtedness to my Research Guide, Dr. Salini 

K, Assistant Professor, PG Department of Commerce & Research, Vimala College 

(Autonomous), Thrissur. She has played a pivotal role in guiding and encouraging me 

throughout my research. Thank you for your scholarly guidance, constant supervision, and 

unconditional support, without which the successful completion of this thesis would not have 

been achievable. I am immensely grateful for her humanity and empathy. 

I extend my sincere thanks to our beloved Principal and the Head of the Institution, Dr. 

Sr. Beena Jose, for her support and encouragement. I seize this opportunity to express my 

wholehearted gratitude to her. 

I express my profound gratitude to Vice Principals Sr. Teseena P Emmatty and Dr. 

Malini K A for their blessings and encouragement. 

I acknowledge the support of the PG Department of Commerce & Research, Vimala 

College (Autonomous), Thrissur. I owe a lot of thanks to our Head of the Department Dr. 

Preema Rose Nichlavose and former Head of the Department Dr. Rose V J for their support 

and encouragement from the very beginning of this research work. I also express my sincere 

gratitude to all the other faculty members of the department for their cooperation and 

motivation. 

I am profoundly indebted to all the members of the Research Advisory Committee, Dr. 

Sreesha C H, Associate Professor and Head of the Department of Commerce and Management 

Studies, University of Calicut, Dr. Johnson K B, Former Dean & Professor, Department of 

Commerce and Management Studies, University of Calicut, Dr. Hussain Koorimannil, Vice 

Chancellor’s Nominee (University of Calicut), Associate Professor, Department of Botany, 

SNGS College, Pattambi, Dr. Vimala M, Associate Professor & Research Guide, Post Graduate 



Department of Economics and Research, Vimala College (Autonomous), and Dr V. Shinju, 

Assistant Professor, Head and Research Guide, Department of Sociology, Vimala College 

(Autonomous), Dr. Vasanthakumari P, Director, School of Management Studies, University of 

Calicut, Dr. John Mathai Centre, Thrissur, and Dr. Sara Neena T T, Associate Professor (Retd.), 

former Head and Research Guide, Department of Sociology, Vimala College (Autonomous), for 

providing their research expertise, offering valuable suggestions, and offering encouragement 

at different stages of my research program. 

I express my deepest gratitude to the entire staff at the Library of Vimala College 

(Autonomous), office staff, and non-teaching staff at Vimala College (Autonomous), for their 

invaluable help and support throughout these years. 

I hold in high regard all my teachers, with special mention to Dr. Vimala P, Associate 

Professor (Retd.), St. Xavier's College for Women, Aluva. I am grateful to her and all other 

teachers who have enriched my life with the light of knowledge. 

I express my gratitude to the University Grants Commission, India, for granting me the 

Junior Research Fellowship during the course of my research. 

I place on record my deep sense of gratitude to Dr. Mugesh P, Marvin Sabu, and Hanaa 

Shafeeque M for their dedicated efforts in conducting the statistical data analysis for my 

research work. 

I wish to record my sincere gratitude to Dr. Asha E. Thomas, Assistant Professor and 

HoD, Department of Commerce, St Pauls College Kalamassery, for her valuable suggestions 

and words of support for my pre-submission presentation. 

I also thank the Research coordinator of Vimala College (Autonomous) Dr Veena 

Gopalan and Research Ethics Committee members Dr. Honey Sebastian, Dr. Treesa T Pulickal, 

Dr. Binu K and Dr. Nisha Francis Alapatt. 

I would like to extend my gratitude to the Directorate of Research, Calicut University, 

as well as the various staff members and section officers in the Directorate of Research, for 

their unwavering support and guidance throughout the different phases of my research. 

I wish to express my profound gratitude to the University Library of CUSAT for 

providing me unrestricted access to their academic repositories. 

My special thanks to all my fellow research scholars for their moral support and 

encouragement. I would like to specially mention Dr. Chaithanya U, Ms. Preetha Menon, Ms. 

Sangeetha N, Ms. Sreedevi M S, Ms. Archana P, Ms. Raisa Francis, Dr. Meera K, Ms. Deepthy 

Mohan, Ms. Sangeetha U, Ms. Vaishnavi T and Mr. Akshay D K. 



I express my utmost gratitude to all the respondents from whom the data was collected, 

appreciating their valuable time and patience in responding to the questionnaire. Additionally, 

I extend my thanks to Dr. Jubair T, Mr. Basil Aleyas, Mr. Ajith K S, Mr. Kevin Xavier, and all 

others who assisted and supported me during the data collection stage. 

I specially thank Ms. Sreekala M, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Computer Science, 

Vimala College (Autonomous) and Mrs. Mini M. J, Mrs. Beena P M, Mrs. Jincy Sam, Mr. Anson 

and Mr. Soyson, non-teaching staff of Vimala College, for their valuable support. 

I take this opportunity to thank my dear friends, Ms. Ajina V S, Ms. Femina P A, Mrs. 

Athira Babu, Mr. Jomy Varghese M, Mr. Jetto Varghese, Mr. Shinsu K. B, Mr. Abin Alexander, 

Mr. Safarulla, Mr. Rahul and Mr. Anoop M. R, for their enormous support and motivation 

throughout this journey. 

I express my gratitude to my loving family, my father, Mr. Subrahmanyan K N, my uncle 

Mr. Suni and my cousin Mr. Akshay K P, for their prayers and encouragement. Additionally, I 

extend my gratitude to my in-laws, Mr. Raju P K, Mrs. Sarada A V, Mrs. Soumya, Mr. Sarath 

and Mr. Manof M P, and my nieces Diya, Ishani, Yami and nephew Deva, for their love, prayers, 

and valuable support for the successful completion of my journey. I also thank my grandparents 

Mr. Ramakrishnan (Late) and Mrs. Sarada (Late) who were my constant support from my 

childhood. 

I am grateful to my sister Mrs. Sruthy for the heartening help and continuous 

motivation given to me during my work. 

From the bottom of my heart, I express my gratitude to my beloved husband, Mr. 

Sarunraj P R, without whom the completion of this thesis would not have been possible. His 

unconditional love, continual support, patience, sacrifice, and motivation at every juncture 

encouraged me to accomplish this dream. 

My loving daughter Rudralaya Sarun, I am always indebted to you, my little angel, for 

your sacrifices made for the sake of my studies. 

Finally, I wish to extend my heartfelt gratitude to those whose names may not have 

been specifically highlighted but have undoubtedly played integral roles in the success of this 

research endeavour. 

 

 

Laya K S 



ABSTRACT 

 

Investors’ Perception Towards Socially Responsible Investment- A Study with 

Special Reference to Stock Market Investors in Kerala 

 

Laya K S     Supervising Guide: Dr. Salini K 

Full-Time Research Scholar   Assistant Professor 

Research & PG Department of Commerce Research & PG Department of Commerce 

Vimala College (Autonomous), Thrissur. Vimala College (Autonomous), Thrissur. 

 

Socially Responsible Investment (SRI) incorporates environmental, social and 

corporate governance factors (ESG factors) into the investment decision-making process. It is 

an investor-driven philosophy of inclusion of best-in-class companies, or companies with 

good corporate social behaviour and CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) practices and 

exclusion of unethical companies or sin stocks from the investment portfolio. It is a tool to 

attain the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). SRI is a firmly established investment 

segment in developed countries but has yet to gain momentum in developing countries like 

India. Lack of awareness of social responsibility-themed investment products and ESG risks 

and opportunities, lack of uniformity in ESG disclosures and reporting, lack of trustworthy 

ESG data, and lack of promotion from the regulatory authorities are the challenges that hinder 

the growth of SRI. Environmental threats created by corporates, challenges paused by 

pandemics, increased incidence of social issues and corporate scams induced the importance 

of considering social responsibility in stock market investment. These created SRI as a 

relevant topic under research in India over the past few years, including in South India. Even 

though the state of Kerala is well known for its outstanding achievement in education, health, 

e-governance and sustainable development, the concept of SRI is not prevalent in Kerala. 

Thus, in this context, the present study investigates how stock market investors in Kerala 

perceive and understand socially responsible investment (SRI) and what factors influence 

their perception and behaviour towards SRI. 

This study is descriptive in nature, and a purposive sampling method using a structured 

questionnaire was used to collect data from stock market investors in Kerala. The study found 

that awareness of SRI is limited across investors in Kerala. The awareness is slightly higher 

for female investors and investors with higher educational backgrounds. It is also found that 

investors in Kerala positively perceive SRI. Attitude, financial performance, and 

environmental factors positively influence investors' behavioural intention to invest in SRI. 

The comparative performance analysis of sustainability-themed portfolios confirmed that 

these funds yielded a reasonable return with lower risk and volatility from 1st April 2017 to 

31st March 2022. Thus, SRI is an investment opportunity for investors to satisfy their 

financial and non-financial objectives. 62 % of Kerala's population is below 40 years old; 

previous studies have indicated that young investors are more inclined towards SRI. 

Therefore, if investors in Kerala acknowledge the SRI opportunities and benefits, it can attract 

more people to stock trading and contribute to the environment, society, and the economy. 

 

Key words: Socially Responsible Investment, ESG factors, Corporate Social Responsibility, 

Sustainable Development Goals, best-in-class 
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നിക്ഷേപ തീരുമാനം എടുക്കൽ പ്പപ്രിയയിൽ, പാരിസ്ഥിതിര, 

സാമൂഹിര, ക്ഷരാർപ്പക്ഷേറ്റ് ഭരണ (ഇ എസ് ജി) ഘടരങ്ങൾ 

ഉൾക്ക്കാള്ളിക്കുന്ന നിക്ഷേപക്െ സാമൂഹിര ഉെരവാദിെമുള്ള 

നിക്ഷേപം (എസ് ആർ ഐ) എന്ന് പേയുന്നു.  മിരച്ച രമ്പനിരക്െക്ഷയാ, നല്ല 
സാമൂഹിര ക്പരുമാറ്റമുള്ള രമ്പനിരക്െക്ഷയാ, സിഎസ്ആർ 

(രമ്പനിരെുക്ട സാമൂഹിര പ്പതിബദ്ധത) സപ്മ്പദായം ഉള്ള 

രമ്പനിരക്െക്ഷയാ ഉൾക്പ്പടുെുന്നതിനും, അധാർമിര രമ്പനിരക്െ വിവിധ 

നിക്ഷേപ സഞ്ചയെിൽ (നിക്ഷേപ ക്ഷപാർട്ട് ക്ഷ ാെിക്ഷയാ) നിന്നും 

ഒഴിവാക്കുന്നതിനും നിക്ഷേപരർ നയിക്കുന്ന തതവശാസ്പ്തമാണിത്.  

ഐരയരാപ്രസഭയുക്ട സുസ്ഥിരവിരസന ല്േയങ്ങൾ 

കരവരിക്കുന്നതിനുള്ള മാർഗ്ഗമാണിത്. വിരസിത രാജയങ്ങെിൽ 

വെക്രയധിരം പ്പചാരെില്ുള്ള നിക്ഷേപ വിഭാഗമാണിത്, എന്നാൽ, 

ഇന്ത്യക്യക്ഷപാല്ുള്ള വിരസവര രാജയങ്ങെിൽ ഇതുവക്രയും സാമൂഹിര 

ഉെരവാദിെമുള്ള നിക്ഷേപങ്ങെുക്ട ആക്കം രൂടിയിട്ടില്ല. സാമൂഹിര 

ഉെരവാദിെമുള്ള നിക്ഷേപ ഉൽപ്പന്നങ്ങക്െ രുേിച്ചും ഇ എസ് ജി 
അപരടസാധയതരക്െയും, അവസരങ്ങക്െയും രുേിച്ചുള്ള 

അവക്ഷബാധെിന്ക്േ അഭാവം, ഇ എസ് ജി ക്വെിക്പ്പടുെല്ുരെില്ും 

േിക്ഷപ്പാർട്ടിങ്ങില്ും ഉള്ള ഏരീരൃതതയുക്ട അഭാവം, വിശവസനീയമായ ഇ 

എസ് ജി വിവരങ്ങെുക്ട അഭാവം, ഭരണസപ്മ്പദായെിൽ നിന്നും 

അധിരാരിരെിൽ നിന്നുമുള്ള അഭിവൃദ്ധി ക്പടുെല്ിന്ക്േ അഭാവം 

എന്നിവ എസ് ആർ ഐ യുക്ട വെർച്ചക്യ തടസ്സക്പ്പടുെുന്ന 

ക്വല്ലുവിെിരൊണ്. ക്ഷരാർപ്പക്ഷേറ്റുരൾ സൃരിച്ച പാരിസ്ഥിതിര 

ഭീഷണിരൾ, പരർച്ചവയാധിരൾ വർദ്ധിച്ചുവരുന്ന സാമൂഹിര 

പ്പശ്നങ്ങൾ, ക്ഷരാർപ്പക്ഷേറ്റ് തട്ടിപ്പുരൾ എന്നിവ ഓഹരി വിപണി 
നിക്ഷേപെിൽ സാമൂഹിര ഉെരവാദിെം പരിഗണിക്ഷക്കണ്ടതിന്ക്േ 

പ്പാധാനയെിന്ക്േ ആക്കം രൂട്ടിയിട്ടുണ്ട്. ഈ രാരണങ്ങൾ 

ദേിക്ഷണന്ത്യയിൽ ഉൾക്പ്പക്ട രഴിഞ്ഞ രുേച്ചു വർഷങ്ങൊയി 
ഗക്ഷവഷണെിന് വിക്ഷധയമായ ഒരു പ്പസക്തമായ വിഷയമായി എസ് ആർ 

ഐ ക്യ മാറ്റി. വിദയാഭയാസം, ആക്ഷരാഗയം, ഈ-ഗക്ഷവൺസ്, 

സുസ്ഥിരവിരസനം എന്നിവയിൽ മിരച്ച ക്ഷനട്ടങ്ങൾക്ക് ക്ഷപരുക്ഷരട്ട 

സംസ്ഥാനമാണ് ക്ഷരരെം, എങ്കില്ും എസ് ആർ ഐ എന്ന ആശയം അധിരം 



പ്പചാരണെിൽ വന്നിട്ടില്ല. അതിനാൽ ഈ പശ്ചാെല്െിൽ 

ക്ഷരരെെിക്ല് ഓഹരി വിപണി നിക്ഷേപരർ സാമൂഹിര 

ഉെരവാദിെമുള്ള നിക്ഷേപക്െ (എസ് ആർ ഐ) എങ്ങക്ന 

രാണുരയും മനസ്സില്ാക്കുരയും ക്ചയ്യുന്നു എന്നും, എസ് ആർ ഐ 

ക്ഷയാടുള്ള അവരുക്ട ധാരണക്യയും, ക്പരുമാറ്റക്െയും സവാധീനിക്കുന്ന 

ഘടരങ്ങൾ എക്ന്ത്ാക്ക്കയാക്ണന്നും ഇക്ഷപ്പാഴക്െ പഠനം 

അക്ഷനവഷിക്കുന്നു. 
 

ഈ പഠനം വിവരണാത്മര സവഭാവമുള്ളതാണ്. ക്ഷരരെെിക്ല് 

ഓഹരി വിപണി നിക്ഷേപരരിൽ നിന്ന് വിവരം ക്ഷശഖരിക്കുന്നതിന് 

ഘടനാപരമായ ക്ഷചാദയാവല്ി ഉപക്ഷയാഗിച്ച്, ഒരു പർപ്പസീവ് സാമ്പിൾ 

രീതി അവല്ംബിച്ചും ക്ഷരരെെിക്ല് നിക്ഷേപരരിൽ എസ് ആർ ഐ ക്യ 

രുേിച്ചുള്ള അവക്ഷബാധം പരിമിതമാക്ണന്ന് പഠനം രക്ണ്ടെി. മറ്റു 
നിക്ഷേപരക്ര അക്ഷപേിച്ച് വനിതാ നിക്ഷേപരർക്കും, ഉന്നത 

വിദയാഭയാസ പശ്ചാെല്ം ഉള്ള നിക്ഷേപരർക്കും അവക്ഷബാധം അല്പം 

രൂടുതല്ാണ് എന്നും, ക്ഷരരെെിക്ല് നിക്ഷേപരർ എസ് ആർ ഐ ക്യ 

പ്രിയാത്മരമായി രാണുന്നുക്ണ്ടന്നും രക്ണ്ടെിയിട്ടുണ്ട്. സാമൂഹിര 

പ്പതിബദ്ധതയുള്ള നിക്ഷേപക്ഷൊടുള്ള നല്ല മക്ഷനാഭാവം, സാമ്പെിര 

പ്പരടനം, പാരിസ്ഥിതിര ഘടരങ്ങൾ എന്നിവ എസ് ആർ ഐയിൽ 

നിക്ഷേപിക്കാനുള്ള നിക്ഷേപരരുക്ട ക്പരുമാറ്റ ഉക്ഷേശക്െ 

പ്രിയാത്മരമായി സവാധീനിക്കുന്നു സുസ്ഥിരത പ്പക്ഷമയം ആക്കിയ 

ക്ഷപാർട്ട്ക്ഷ ാെിക്ഷയാരെുക്ട താരതമയപ്പരടനം വിശരല്നം ക്ചയ്തതിൽ 

നിന്നും ഈ  ണ്ടുരൾ 2017 ഏപ്പിൽ മുതൽ 2022 മാർച്ച് 31 വക്രയുള്ള 

പഠനരാല്ഘട്ടെിൽ രുേഞ്ഞ അപരടസാധയത ഉള്ളതും, 
അസ്ഥിരതരുേവുള്ളതും, നയായമായ വരുമാനം നൽരിയതായും 

സ്ഥിരീരരിച്ചു. അതിനാൽ നിക്ഷേപരർക്ക് അവരുക്ട സാമ്പെിര-

സാമ്പെിക്ഷരതര ല്േയങ്ങൾ നിേക്ഷവറ്റാനുള്ള ഒരു നിക്ഷേപ 

അവസരമാണ് എസ് ആർ ഐ. ക്ഷരരെെിക്ല് ജനസംഖയയുക്ട 62 ശതമാനം 
40 വയസ്സിന് താക്ഴയുള്ളവരാണ്, മുൻ പഠനങ്ങൾ സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നത് 

യുവനിക്ഷേപരർ എസ് ആർ ഐയിക്ഷല്ക്ക് രൂടുതൽ 

താല്പരയമുള്ളവരാണ് എന്നാണ്.  അതിനാൽ ക്ഷരരെെിക്ല് നിക്ഷേപരർ 

എസ് ആർ ഐ യുക്ട അവസരങ്ങെും ക്ഷനട്ടങ്ങെും 

അംഗീരരിക്കുരയാക്ണങ്കിൽ അത് രൂടുതൽ ആെുരക്െ സാമൂഹിര 

ഉെരവാദിെമുള്ള ഓഹരി നിക്ഷേപെിക്ഷല്ക്ക് ആരർഷിക്കുരയും, 

പരിസ്ഥിതിക്കും സമൂഹെിനും സമ്പെ് വയവസ്ഥയ്ക്കും സംഭാവന 

നൽരുരയും ക്ചയ്യും എന്ന് എന്ക്േ പഠനം വില്യിരുെുന്നു. 
 
 

പ്രധാന വാക്കുകൾ: സാമൂഹിക ഉത്തരവാദിത്തമുള്ള നിക്ഷേപം, 

പാരിസ്ഥിതിര, സാമൂഹിര, ക്ഷരാർപ്പക്ഷേറ്റ് ഭരണ (ഇ എസ് ജി) ഘടരങ്ങൾ, 

രമ്പനിരെുക്ട സാമൂഹിര പ്പതിബദ്ധത, സുസ്ഥിര വികസന ലേയങ്ങൾ, 

അതയുെമമായ രമ്പനിരൾ. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

“Sustainability is no longer about doing less harm. It’s about doing more good.” 

Jochen Zeitz 

1.1.  Introduction to Socially Responsible Investment (SRI) 

Global financial market has witnessed a significant transformation during the 

last three decades with the introduction of Socially Responsible Investment (SRI). It 

attracted the attention of investors, researchers, regulators, financial institutions and 

customers worldwide. SRI is an investor-driven phenomenon incorporating 

environmental, social and corporate governance parameters into the investment 

decision-making. SRI follows a triple-bottom-line approach of integrating 

environmental and social aspects with financial return. A socially responsible investor 

will consider, next to his financial return, the impact of his/her investment on the 

environment and society. Socially Responsible Investment (SRI) is also known as 

social investment, ESG (environmental, social and governance) investment, 

sustainable investment, sustainable and responsible investment, triple-bottom-line 

investment, social cautious investment, values-based investment, ethical investment, 

best-of-class investment and these terms often used interchangeably. SRI has recently 

emerged as an important financial opportunity for institutional and retail investors. 

Social and environmental factors are now being taken into consideration by investors 

when making investment decisions. The tremendous growth of the financial market 

made SRI a significant research area. Socially Responsible Investing (SRI) is gaining 

prominence in capital markets as it enables investors to make ethical investments and 

promotes responsible corporate behaviour (Talha et al., 2012). SRI is attracting both 

institutional and individual investors due to the increased interest of the public in 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities of corporates (Schepers & Sethi, 2003) 

and through SRI, investors can encourage companies to improve their actions on the 

environment, society, and corporate governance issues (Jun, 2013).   

The ultimate aim of every investment is to maximize the risk-adjusted return 

(Escrig-Olmedo et al., 2013; Barom, 2015). Besides return, non-financial factors 
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influence investment decision-making (Leys et al., 2009). This concept of integrating 

non-financial factors into investment decision-making is known as socially 

responsible investment. According to the Social Investment Forum, Socially 

Responsible Investment (SRI) is an investment discipline that considers 

environmental, social, and corporate governance (ESG) factors in the investment 

process, achieving long-term financial return and positively impacting society. SRI 

creates more sustainable corporate behaviour as the investors are more cautious about 

environmental and social concerns in investment decisions. Investors and companies 

believe sustainable business practices can increase profitability and long-term value.  

To a great extent, a company’s financial and corporate sustainable 

performance depends on effectively managing corporate actions, goods, and services 

(Escrig-Olmedo et al., 2013). The socially responsible investment aims for long-term 

competitive returns with a positive societal impact. SRI comprises all asset classes: 

stocks, mutual funds, exchange-traded funds (ETFs), bonds, fixed-income securities, 

and community-oriented cash. Mutual funds, pension funds, insurance companies, and 

sovereign investors are the major players in the SRI market (Leys et al., 2009).  

Initially, a business firm is viewed as a commercial entity only for profit 

making. It was also argued that government and non-profit organizations, not business 

firms, should tackle social responsibility issues. However, this concept began to 

change, and investors, academics, researchers, practitioners, experts and the business 

community started to focus on the non-financial aspects of corporations. They 

encouraged corporations to act in a sustainable and socially responsible manner. The 

potential for incorporating social responsibility issues into investments has 

significantly expanded in recent years, and both institutional and individual investors 

have begun to pay close attention to the operations of the firms in which they have 

invested. Investors began emphasizing the company’s management quality, labour 

welfare, corporate initiatives towards society and the environment, product and 

service quality and financial success. Investors who give weightage to non-economic 

and economic factors are considered socially conscious, ethical or mission-based, 

green or socially responsible (Barom, 2015). Socially responsible investors can be 

categorized into two: value-driven and profit-seeking investors. Value-driven 

investors focus more on personal values and social aspects; they are even ready to 
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suffer financial losses for social responsibility. However, profit-seeking investors aim 

to make financial gains using social screens (Badía et al., 2021). Sparkes (2002) put 

forward two aspects of SRI: institutional investors prioritize maximizing financial 

returns by adhering to SRI guidelines, and retail investors prioritize avoiding social 

and environmental issues as much as possible.  

SRI is not a charity. It is a combination of return with ethics and social 

welfare. An investment is always made with an expectation of something in return in 

the future; SRI enables investors to make double returns, financial and non-financial. 

SRI has two different components: social responsibility and financial return. SRI 

integrates financial factors with ESG criteria into investment decision-making (Knoll, 

2002; Escrig-Olmedo et al., 2013). It is an investment strategy of balancing profits 

with social goals. Incorporating ESG consideration into investment decision-making 

may narrow the investment portfolio to companies that follow ethical standards, 

resulting in limited scope for diversification (Miralles-Quiro´ & Miralles-Quiro´, 

2017). The SRI concept is rooted in the CSR philosophy (Agyapong & Ewusi, 2017). 

CSR has paved the foundation for SRI. SRI is an integral part of CSR in which the 

market expects socially responsible corporate behaviour (Gill & Mathur, 2018). SRI 

enables people with high morals and ethics to invest without compromising their basic 

values, effectively managing corporate behaviour (Chowdhary & Masih, 2015). 

According to the Social Investment Forum (2006), a socially responsible 

investor should consider the CSR activities performed by the company along with 

his/her investment objectives. It is not entirely ethical; an additional aim is to make a 

financial gain (Norup & Gottlieb, 2011). SRI can be considered an alternative to 

traditional investment for those investors who wish to invest based on ethical criteria 

(Jansson & Biel, 2011). SRIs are becoming increasingly popular among investors 

because they concentrate on socially responsible corporates and avoid sin funds, but 

also because their returns are on par with traditional investments (Jo et al., 2012). 

Socially responsible investors consider corporate financial performance and social 

responsibility; they allocate financial resources based on organizations’ social impacts 

(Puaschunder, 2016). They make investment decisions based on social, ethical, and 

environmental (SEE) criteria (Barom, 2015). A socially responsible investor 

incorporates environmental, social, and corporate governance aspects into every step 
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of the investment process. However, a traditional or ordinary investor will consider 

these aspects only when these issues directly affect their stock’s value (Khan, 2022). 

Since 2004, socially responsible investing has risen substantially due to 

several reasons, which include the influence of ESG issues on corporates, a 

reasonable return on SRI stocks, fiduciary duty of institutional investors, increased 

awareness of ESG issues, corporate transparency and disclosure requirements, 

mandatory regulations to investing, short-termism in market behaviour and corporate 

performance and reputational risk associated with ESG issues. Along with these 

reasons, the global crisis in 2008 also fuelled the growth of the SRI industry (Sinha & 

Datta, 2019). Employing a forward-looking strategy to minimize environmental and 

social issues a firm faces can create sustainable and financial wealth for the firm. 

Investors are becoming more aware of this aspect of sustainable value creation, 

leading to more firms engaging in socially responsible investment (Louche, 2009). 

The rise in consumer consciousness about environmental, social, and ethical issues, 

the increased demand for investment products by consumers, and the increased 

number of products that integrate social aspects also led to the growth of the SRI 

industry (Nilsson, 2008).  

Investors’ attitudes and expectations toward investment have changed a lot in 

recent times; they have started to incorporate ethical and moral norms into investment 

analysis (Hofmann et al., 2005). Investors interested in ethical investment have 

established institutions based on ethical criteria. Investors are becoming more 

concerned about the business’s impact on the environment, society, economic well-

being, and sustainability and believe that the business should be more responsible for 

sustainable development. This concern has given rise to socially responsible investing 

(SRI), a vital tool to control corporate behaviour. Thus, investors and other 

stakeholders can influence corporate behaviour through SRI (Talha et al., 2012).  

As socially responsible investing (SRI) has gained more popularity in recent 

years, many international banks have formed specialized teams to focus on this form 

of investment. Financial institutions have also introduced a variety of exchange-traded 

funds (ETFs) and indexes that prioritize environmental, social, and governance (ESG) 

factors. The growing awareness and concern about the impact of human activities on 

the environment, such as global warming, natural resource depletion, and pollution, 
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drives the increased focus on SRI; this has led to more people seeking investments 

aligning with their values and promoting sustainability (Ranjan, 2013). 

Recently, investors worldwide have prioritized socially responsible 

investment, directing their money towards companies that consider environmental, 

social, and corporate governance (ESG) factors in their operations. In India, socially 

responsible investing is gaining attention from businesses, the government, and 

market participants. As a result, many financial institutions in India are now 

evaluating the long-term growth potential of companies based on ESG parameters and 

incorporating ESG considerations into their investment strategies. Market participants 

believe monitoring and managing a company’s ESG factors over time is critical for 

long-term financial stability and growth and essential for long-term financial success 

and value creation (White, 2023). 

Due to the rising threat posed by climate change and the public’s favourable 

perception of sustainable development, investors’ attention has recently been drawn to 

socially responsible investments. The importance of ESG concerns to investors has 

also increased due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The ESG-rated firms became more 

popular during the COVID-19 pandemic and investors began including more ESG-

rated firms in their portfolios. The reputational advantages and a higher risk-reward 

ratio influence investors’ preference for sustainability-themed funds.  

Globally, the total assets in socially responsible investment have increased by 

129% from 2018 to 2020, equal to a compounded annual growth rate of 35%; the 

assets increased from USD 550 billion to USD 1258 billion. India’s contribution to 

the global sustainable fund is limited to 0.05% (SEBI, n.d.). The Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) paved a new path for corporate social behaviour. The 

primary aim of SDG 12 is to attain sustainable production and consumption and to 

ensure this, SDG 12.6 encourages companies to report their sustainable practices. This 

corporate sustainable reporting can benefit several stakeholders by monitoring the 

impact of corporations on the environment, society and corporate governance 

practices (stats.unctad.org). SRI is the strategy for achieving SDGs by directing SRI 

towards SDGs. According to UNCTAD, the global sustainability-themed investment 

increased by more than 80% from 2019 to $3.2 trillion in 2020. The significant share 

of this investment consists of sustainable funds, which account for $1.7 trillion, 
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followed by green bonds with a value of $1 trillion and social bonds and mixed-

sustainability bonds. SRI is the strategy for achieving SDGs by directing SRI towards 

SDGs. More investors are attracted to socially responsible investment-themed mutual 

funds and socially responsible companies. In certain countries, socially responsibility-

themed funds attained a compounded annual growth rate of more than 50 per cent and 

the inflows to such funds experienced a significant surge. The companies have started 

changing their slogan of ‘profit at the expense of everything else’ to achieve the 3Ps 

of profit, people and planet (Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.). In the Asia-Pacific region, 

companies have adopted various strategies such as Corporate Social Responsibility, 

Socially Responsible Investment, and social business to address poverty and 

environmental issues (Pastakia, 2014). 

At present, SRI is considered a mainstream investment strategy among 

ordinary investors as the investors recognize their ability to influence the companies 

positively. Investors also believe that socially responsible investments can outperform 

other investments (Agyapong & Ewusi, 2017). The mainstreaming of SRIs has 

resulted in many conventional companies offering SRI products to investors. Studies 

show that socially responsible investors hold securities for comparatively more 

extended periods and expect a return that is not lower than other investors. Even 

though they expect a return at par with conventional investment, some socially 

responsible investors are even ready to sacrifice return for corporate social 

responsibility (Escrig-Olmedo et al., 2013). Socially responsible investors consider 

both returns from the investment and the source from where the return is being made; 

they may expect the companies they invest in to also engage in sustainability 

initiatives (Khan, 2022).  

Many business organizations have recently implemented various corporate 

social responsibility initiatives to satisfy shareholders and a wide range of 

stakeholders. These CSR initiatives are analyzed and reported by a plethora of 

information intermediaries and reported from time to time to the public as CSR 

ratings or CSR scores. Many voluntary reporting standards have emerged in addition 

to information intermediaries. Thus, the general public and shareholders quickly get 

those CSR initiatives, and organizations are more cautious about their activities 

(Ioannou & Serafeim, 2015).  
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People are more concerned about environmental issues and their impact on 

society and the ecosystem. Thus, investors prefer to invest in socially responsible 

companies, and they make sure that these companies do not create any social or 

environmental problems. The word ‘ESG’ has become extensively used all over the 

world and ESG techniques are being used throughout the organizations; regulators 

create ESG-related policies and disclosures, corporates develop ESG-based financial 

products, ESG parameters are used by investors in investment analysis and ESG data 

and ESG ratings issued by organizations (Samant & Singh, 2022). Socially 

responsible investment is the need of this era. Investors now seek to incorporate non-

financial considerations into investment. Socially responsible investment tries to 

maintain a greener planet and protect the interests of shareholders and stakeholders, 

the environment, and society (Sorrosal-Forradellas et al., 2023) 

Currently, the concept of social responsibility is gaining more popularity in 

investment. Both individual and institutional investors are becoming more interested 

in the operations of the companies they invest in. These companies are assessed not 

only based on financial performance but also on the quality of products and services, 

impact on nature and society, and responsibility towards employees, which are also 

becoming more important. Those investors who are more concerned about all these 

aspects, such as profitability, operational efficiency, and integrity, while making 

investment decisions can be referred to as green, social, ethical, or socially 

responsible investors. The development of socially responsible investment forced 

companies to examine their social, ethical, and corporate responsibility policies 

(Barom, 2015; Yen et al., 2019). Many researchers underlined that the COVID-19 

pandemic has fuelled the growth of ESG investment in India and globally (Pancholi et 

al., 2022; Sarangi, 2021; Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.). During the post-COVID-19 

period, the ESG-themed ETFs outperformed the non-ESG-themed ETFs (Narayanan 

& Sirigauri, n.d.) 

Investments in socially responsible companies are still in their infancy; they 

will develop and evolve. Socially responsible investors may change how investments 

are made and support corporate CSR initiatives by including non-financial factors 

(Louche, 2009). The socially responsible investor may hold the key to the financial 

market in the future, thereby creating a more financially responsible world (Vyas et 
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al., 2020). This SRI concept needs to be known by business executives, pension 

consultants, and even trustees of charities (Sparkes, 2002). In light of this, the 

interrelationship between investment decisions and social responsibility is a key 

research area today (Barreda-Tarrazona et al., 2011).  

1.1.1. SRI Global Scenario 

Socially responsible investing has become increasingly popular in recent 

years, with a significant portion of professionally managed assets in the United States 

falling under this category. As of 2016, $8.72 trillion of the $40.3 trillion in managed 

assets in the US were considered socially responsible investments. This accounts for 

more than 20% of all assets under professional management in the country. Estimates 

show that the value of assets managed using socially responsible investing methods in 

the US increased by 33% between 2014 and 2016, rising from $6.57 trillion to $8.72 

trillion. Research on socially responsible investing includes incorporating 

environmental, social, and governance (ESG) factors, impact investing, and various 

strategies such as positive or best-in-class and negative or exclusionary screening. 

Initially, SRI was considered a niche market for mutual funds and unit trusts, 

and the quantum of investment was very low. Later, SRI became a mainstream 

phenomenon, expanding from its UK and US roots to the international level (Sparkes, 

2002; Vandekerckhove et al., 2007; Jansson & Biel, 2011). The three vital factors 

behind mainstreaming the SRI industry worldwide are materiality, market demand and 

regulations. The materiality of SRI refers to the realization by investors, researchers, 

regulatory authorities, and the corporate world about the influence of ESG issues on 

the risk and return of corporates. Market demand refers to the increasing interest of 

investors in knowing how the companies are utilizing their funds. The third factor is 

the regulatory guidance from the regulatory authorities (Principles for Responsible 

Investment, 2021). 

Globally, SRI is a dynamic and promising market (Barreda-Tarrazona et al., 

2011). The past three decades have made SRI a well-known investment strategy. The 

major driving forces behind the development of SRI are the involvement of large 

institutional investors such as pension funds and mutual funds (Miralles-Quiro´ & 

Miralles-Quiro,´ 2017). SRI is now a mainstream phenomenon in many countries; the 
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government tries to regulate the SRI industry (Leys et al., 2009). Globally, the 

percentage of ordinary investors applying social responsibility criteria to investment 

decision-making has increased dramatically and there are more than 3300 

sustainability-themed funds available for socially responsible investors. 

In Europe and the United States, institutional investors are the major players in 

the SRI market. However, during the past five years, retail investors have shown 

interest in ESG investing (Ferraro, n.d.). The increased social awareness of ESG 

issues is one of the primary reasons for the global SRI movement (Badía et al., 2020). 

Many countries worldwide introduced mandatory disclosure of climate-related 

reporting of companies. The European Union (EU) introduced ESG disclosure for 

companies with more than 500 employees. New Zealand, the USA, Hong Kong, 

Singapore and Taiwan also introduced climate-related disclosure (SEBI, n.d.). 

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the Paris Agreement, the Task 

Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), and the United Nations 

Environment Programme Finance Initiative (UNEP FI) Sustainable Financial 

Roadmap Initiatives are the main forces advancing sustainable investment on a global 

scale. All UN member states adopted the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in 

2015 to ensure a sustainable future for all by 2030. It contains 17 Sustainable 

Development Goals to eradicate poverty and provide education, health care facilities, 

and equality. There are 169 targets and 231 indicators for the SDGs. Along with the 

17 goals of SDGs, it places a significant emphasis on and promotes sustainable 

development. Investors are advised on the SDGs Investment Case from the Principles 

for Responsible Investment (PRI).  

The Paris Agreement was put forward on 4 November 2016 to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. It provides financial assistance to 

developing countries to reduce emissions and coordinate the efforts of nations to 

reduce the impact of climate change. Investors, corporates, and asset managers are 

also trying to minimize the impact of their investments on climate change. The Task 

Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures is an initiative by the Financial 

Stability Board to disseminate information related to climate change, as well as risks 

and opportunities related to climate change. This information aids in the 

understanding of financial disclosures relating to climate change by investors, asset 
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managers, banks, and insurance firms (Global Sustainable Investment Review, 2020). 

From FY 2021–2022, TCFD proposed premium companies in the UK to report on 

climate change, and from FY 2024–2025, it advised requiring all corporations, 

regardless of size, to make such disclosures (SEBI, n.d.). 

The United Nations Environment Program Finance Initiative (UNEP FI) 

Sustainable Financial Roadmap Initiative is an integrated approach that aims to build 

a more sustainable financial system globally by integrating regionally-developed 

sustainable finance roadmaps (Global Sustainable Investment Review, 2020). 

Globally, sustainable investment has shown enormous growth during the last three 

decades. In 2020, sustainable investment grew at an incredible rate. In the five key 

markets (namely; Europe, United States, Canada, Australasia, and Japan) global 

sustainable investment peaked at USD35.3 trillion at the beginning of 2020, an 

increase of 15% over the previous two years (2018-2020) and 55% over the previous 

four years (2016-2020). Table 1.1 illustrates the growth of SRI assets in the five major 

markets from 2016 to 2020. 

Table 1.1 

Global Sustainable Investing Assets, 2016-2018-2020 (USD billions) 

REGION 2016 2018 2020 

Europe 12040 14075 12017 

United States 8723 11995 17081 

Canada 1086 1699 2423 

Australasia 516 734 906 

Japan 474 2180 2874 

Total (USD billions) 22839 30683 35301 

Source: Global sustainable investment review (2020)  

          The growth of global sustainable investment shows a positive trend across all 

regions except for Europe. The declining trend in Europe may be due to the change in 

the definition of sustainable investment in Europe as per EU legislation. Global 
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sustainable investment assets have grown by almost 54%, from USD 22.8 trillion in 

2016 to USD 35.3 trillion in 2020. The United States has been the leading region in 

sustainable investing, with assets worth USD 17081 billion in 2020. Sustainable 

investment has shown dramatic growth in Japan during the reported period, from 474 

USD billion to 2874 USD billion. In other regions, namely, the United States, Canada, 

and Australasia, the investment almost doubled from 2016 to 2020.  

1.1.1.a. Percentage of Sustainable Investment to Total AUM 

            The total assets under management (AUM) in the regions from 2016 to 2020 

and the total sustainable investment to total AUM are presented in Table 1.2. 

Table 1.2 

Percentage of Sustainable Investment to Total AUM 

REGIONS 2016 2018 2020 

Total AUM of regions 81,948 91,828 98,416 

Total sustainable investments only AUM 22,872 30,683 35,301 

Percentage of Sustainable investments 27.9% 33.4% 35.9% 

Increase of % sustainable investments (compared 
to the prior period) 

 5.5% 2.5% 

Source: Global sustainable investment review (2020) 

The table illustrates the growth in the total professionally managed assets 

under management throughout the reporting period, which reached USD 98.4 trillion 

in 2020. The total sustainable investment also shows a positive trend, rising from 

USD 22.8 trillion in 2016 to USD 35.3 trillion in 2020. The percentage of sustainable 

investment to total AUM reached 35.9% in 2020. That is, there is an increase of 2.5 

percentage points over the prior reporting period. Sustainable investment has shown 

an increase of 5.5% in the percentage of sustainable investments from 2016 to 2018 

and a further increase of 2.5% from 2018 to 2020. 
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1.1.1.b. Growth of Sustainable Investing Assets by Region in Local Currency 

2014-2020 

Table 1.3 presents the growth of sustainable investing assets by five key 

regions from 2014 to 2020. 

Table 1.3 

Growth of Sustainable Investing Assets by Region in Local Currency 2014-2020 

REGION 2014 2016 2018 2020 
Growth 
2014-
2016 

Growth 
2016-
2018 

Growth 
2018-
2020 

Compound 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 
(2014-
2020) 

Europe €9,885  €11,045 €12,306 €10,730 12% 11% -13% 1% 

United 
States 

$6,572  $8,723 $11,995 $17,081 33% 38% 42% 17% 

Canada $1,011 $1,505 $2,132 $3,166 49% 42% 48% 21% 

Australasia $203  $707 $1,033 $1,295 248% 46% 25% 36% 

Japan ¥840   ¥57,056 ¥231,952 ¥310,039 6,692% 307% 34% 168% 

Source: Global sustainable investment review (2020) 

As per the Global Sustainable Investment Review (2020), Canada achieved the 

most significant percentage increase in socially responsible investment during 2018- 

2020, with a 48% growth rate and a compound annual growth rate of 21%. The 

compound annual growth rate is highest for Japan with 168% growth and Japan, 

Canada, Australasia, and the United States have strong period-based growth rates. In 

Europe, sustainable investment has shown a decline of 13% in the growth rate from 

2018 to 2020. In all other regions, sustainable investment shows phenomenal growth. 

1.1.1.c. The Proportion of Global Sustainable Investing Assets by Region  

The United States held the most significant proportion of global sustainable 

investment, with 48% from 2018 to 2020, immediately followed by Europe with 34%. 

This implies that over 80% of the world’s sustainable investment assets were still held 



13 
 

in the United States and Europe. The proportions for Canada and Japan are almost the 

same, with 7% and 8% respectively. Australia holds 3% of the world’s SRI, the lowest 

percentage. Figure 1.1 illustrates a graphical breakdown of global sustainable 

investment assets across five regions from 2018 to 2020. 

Figure 1.1 

 

Source: Global sustainable investment review (2020) 

1.1.1.d. Global Growth of Sustainable Investing Strategies 2016-2020 

The approaches or methods investors use in investing in sustainable assets are 

called sustainable investing strategies. The Global Sustainable Investment Alliance 

classifies these strategies into seven groups: ESG integration, negative screening, 

corporate engagement or shareholder action, norm-based screening, sustainability-

themed investing, positive/best-in-class screening, and impact/community investing. 

Figure 1.2 depicts the growth of sustainable investing strategies worldwide from 2016 

to 2020 
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Figure 1.2 

Global Growth of Sustainable Investing Strategies 2016-2020 

 

Source: Global sustainable investment review (2020) 

Table 1.4 

Global Growth of Sustainable Investing Strategies 2016-2020 

 2020 2018 2016 
GROWTH 

2016-2020 

COMPOUND 

ANNUAL 

GROWTH RATE 

ESG integration $25,195 $17,544 $10,353 143% 25% 

Negative screening $15,030 $19,771 $15,064 0% 0% 

Corporate engagement 

or Shareholder action 
$10,504 $9,835 $8,385 25% 6% 

Norm-based screening $4,140 $4,679 $6,195 -33% -10% 

Sustainability-themed 

investing 
$1,948 $1,018 $276 605% 

63% 

 

Positive/best-in-class 

screening 
$1,384 $1,842 $818 69% 14% 

Impact/Community 

investing 
$352 $444 $248 42% 9% 

Source: Global sustainable investment review (2020) 
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According to the Global Sustainable Investing Alliance’s study (2020), there 

were positive and negative changes in sustainable investing strategies from 2016 to 

2020. ESG integration, sustainability-themed investing, positive/best-in-class 

screening, and corporate engagement or shareholder action have shown continued 

growth over time. Both impact/community investing and negative screening have 

shown fluctuating trends since 2016. However, the norm-based screening strategy 

showed a negative trend with a -33% growth rate and a -10% compounded growth 

rate. 

1.1.1.e. Global Shares of Institutional and Retail Sustainable Investing Assets 

2016-2020 

Institutional investors dominated the market during the early stages of socially 

responsible investment. In 2012, institutional investors possessed 89% of assets, while 

individual investors held only 11% of those sustainable assets. The following Figure 

1.3 portrays the proportion of global shares of sustainable investment held by 

institutional and individual investors from 2016 to 2020. 

Figure 1.3 

Global Shares of Institutional and Retail Sustainable Investing Assets 2016-2020 

 

Source: Global sustainable investment review (2020) 
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Figure 1.3 shows the gradual growth in retail investors’ ownership of 

worldwide shares of sustainable investments from 2016 to 2020. It was raised from 

20% in 2016 to 25% in 2018 and kept the same percentage in 2020. 

1.1.2. SRI in India 

Socially responsible investing (SRI) is becoming a mainstream trend among 

market participants in India as the country aligns itself with international market 

trends. According to a report by cKinetics (2018), foreign capital flow to socially 

responsible investment in India has grown by four per cent and domestic SRI assets 

have increased by 70 per cent since 2017. The aim of socially responsible investment 

is to generate a favourable return for investors and positively impact society and the 

environment, thereby benefiting underprivileged communities in India. In India, SRI 

is one of the most flourishing investment strategies; more than $ 5.2 billion has 

already invested in SRI since 2010, as per Mckinsey’s report. SRI is a combination of 

profit and purpose. SRI has strong connections to CSR, and CSR legislation may 

promote investment initiatives that follow SRI principles. In India, the business 

community and other stakeholders, specifically millennials, recognized the need and 

importance of sustainable investment, and companies strive for socially responsible 

practices (Sethi, 2022). Indian investors are generally unaware of the advantage of 

ESG integration to investment analysis. Lack of awareness and publicly available 

information on the ESG practices of corporates are two primary reasons behind the 

slow movement of the SRI market in India (Singhal, 2021; Tripathi & Bhandari, 

2015). 

Besides financial factors, non-financial factors such as human rights, 

environment, social justice, and bio-diversity considerably impact investment and 

companies. The number of ESG-based funds is increasing due to the investors’ belief 

that socially responsible companies have lower risk and long-term development 

opportunities. Thus, the focus on ESG is growing in India in line with the global SRI 

movement. The increased emphasis on ESG parameters may create foreign capital 

inflow to Indian corporates and FIIs may choose to invest in those ESG-based 

companies in India (Samant & Singh, 2022).  
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Stakeholders Empowerment Services (SES) conducted an ESG performance 

analysis of the top 100 Indian companies. The companies were selected based on their 

market capitalisation on 31st March 2020. The analysis is based on five parameters: 

policy disclosures, environmental parameters, social parameters, corporate 

governance parameters and overall ESG scores. Infosys Ltd. ranked top in overall 

ESG scores with an A grade and Mahindra & Mahindra secured second position with 

a B+ grade. Tech Mahindra Ltd secured the third rank, Housing Development Finance 

Corporation secured the fourth rank and Adani Ports and Special Economic Zone Ltd 

secured the fifth rank in overall ESG performance. These companies are from the IT, 

automobile, finance, and services industries. Regarding policy disclosures, Tata 

Motors Ltd. secured first rank with an A+ grade and ITC Ltd secured first rank with 

an A+ grade for environmental parameters. Adani Transmission secured first rank for 

social parameters and Infosys Ltd secured first rank for governance parameters. 

Amid the COVID-19 pandemic, many investors turned their attention to 

sustainable investing. Companies consider incorporating ESG factors into their 

operation to be a complex process. However, institutional investors view ESG as an 

important factor and make ESG parameters in their investment decisions. The 

COVID-19 crisis and many high-profile scams expedited the growth of SRI in India. 

In recent years, many ESG-themed funds have launched in India and sustainability-

themed indices outperformed other market indices during covid-19 crisis. In 2020, the 

Nifty ESG index outperformed Nifty 50 in terms of five-year return. Globally, most 

large organizations are continuously adopting ESG plans at the board level to protect 

the interest of their investors; Indian companies are not subject to any standardized 

guidelines governing ESG disclosures. As India is the world’s third largest producer 

of carbon dioxide, industries and companies encourage alternative energy sources, 

new technologies, and low carbon emissions (Badkar, 2022). 

After the COVID-19 pandemic and the structural change that followed 

COVID-19, more attention is being paid to ESG in India. From 31st January 2020 to 

31st December 2021, the AUM of ESG-based mutual funds in India have increased 

from ₹ 2747.66 Cr to ₹ 12544.02 Cr. After January 2020, eight ESG-based funds were 

launched in India. It is the evidence of increased awareness and preferences for 
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socially responsible investment among Indian investors and asset management 

companies (Samant & Singh, 2022). 

1.2. Statement of the Research Problem 

The investment sector has undergone a massive transformation during the last 

three decades. The growth of socially responsible investment is one of the significant 

trends in the business world. The expanding significance of the SRI industry 

worldwide has made academics and organizations to take sustainable investing 

seriously (Nilsson, 2008; Siddiqui, 2018). Business ethics is becoming a thriving 

academic field, but more analysis needs to be made on SRI (Sparkes, 2002). Global 

investors are more concerned about ESG performance and disclosures. Therefore, 

adhering to ESG guidelines and disclosures is essential for attracting foreign capital 

and global investors (Chelawat & Trivedi, 2016). SRI is a tool to promote responsible 

corporate behaviour and is considered a path to attaining UN Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs). 

India is one of the most populated countries; at the same time, it is one of the 

most polluted countries in the world. The country is also grappling with issues 

associated with exploitation of the workforce, gender inequality, illiteracy, child 

labour, poverty, unemployment, global warming, climate change and natural 

calamities. Many cities in India suffer from severe air pollution; Delhi is a notable 

example. The Baghjan gas leak tragedy in 2020 (Assam) is an absolute example of the 

disruption of environmental and social laws by Oil India Limited. This incident led to 

severe damage to the environment and lost lives of three people. The company failed 

to meet the workers’ safety measures. These highlight the importance of considering 

and identifying solutions to social and environmental issues. Considering the 

governance side, Enron and Satyam scams are examples of a lack of proper corporate 

governance in India. These corporate scams in India have also made investors, 

regulators, corporates and governments more concerned about the importance of 

sustainability in investment. The Covid-19 pandemic has also emphasized the 

significance of ESG factors. 
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Compared to developed countries, the number of studies on SRI is limited in 

India, and the majority of these Indian studies focus on the comparative performance 

analysis of social responsibility-themed funds and conventional funds. These studies 

are primarily concentrated on the perspective of firms’ performance. The results of 

most of these studies demonstrated equal performance of SRI with conventional 

funds. Some studies have shown the outperformance of SRI (Sudha, 2015; Tripathi & 

Bhandari, 2015; Chakrabarty et al., 2017; Dalal & Thaker, 2019; Jasuja et al., 2021; 

Sood et al., 2022), and only a few studies have resulted in the underperformance of 

SRI. This indicates that investors can achieve good returns from SRI investments, 

allowing them to align their social values without compromising their returns.  

The number of studies on the perception of Indian investors towards SRI is 

also limited. It is evident from these studies that Indian investors have a positive 

attitude towards SRI. However, a lack of awareness is found to be a hesitating factor 

that prevents investors from engaging in SRI (Reka, 2017; Nagpal & Chadha, 2021; 

Chhetri & Sharma, 2022; Jonwall et al., 2022).  

There are prospects for SRI investing in India; however, it is not prevalent. 

However, the concept is gaining momentum in the last few years. The government, 

financial market regulators, financial intermediaries, investors, and all other 

stakeholders recognised the need for SRI in India and are actively promoting 

initiatives like social stock exchanges (SSE), environmental, social, and governance 

(ESG) ratings and scores, business responsibility and sustainability reporting (BRSR) 

of companies, sustainability-themed mutual funds, indices, and sustainable stock 

exchanges. In India, there are eleven ESG-themed mutual funds, six established in 

2020 and two introduced in 2021, with a value of around 13000 crores. This 

highlights the rising interest of the Indian capital market toward socially responsible 

investment. Now, numerous opportunities are available for investors who wish to 

invest based on the social responsibility theme; the popularity of SRI is limited and 

ordinary people lack awareness on SRI. Investors increasingly recognised that 

companies that follow sustainable corporate behaviour and comply with ESG 

parameters offer better potential returns and greater value to shareholders (Pancholi et 

al., 2022; Jain & Singh, n.d.). However, firms are not actively communicating the 

benefit of ESG integration to the investors, making ESG seem attractive to only a 
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small number of investors. Making investors understand the financial and non-

financial benefits of SRI requires further reinforcement in this field. SRI stands as an 

opportunity for people to satisfy their social responsibility by investing in companies 

that comply with CSR standards and principles and avoiding investment in companies 

that are against social responsibility. If all the investors recognize the concept of 

socially responsible investment and become socially responsible, then there will be no 

demand for stocks of socially irresponsible companies (Tripathi & Bhandari, 2015). 

While the concept of SRI has been extensively researched in India over the 

past few years, including in South India, no study has been conducted on how 

investors in Kerala perceive socially responsible investments. Kerala is known for its 

exceptional standards in education, health, literacy, e-governance, transparency, 

employability, banking penetration and digitalization. Kerala is the top state in India 

in terms of the Sustainable Development Index, Overall Health Performance Index, 

and School Education Quality Index of NITI Aayog, and it also ranks second in the 

Energy and Climate Index. Kerala has a proactive approach towards sustainable 

development and social welfare. Kerala is India’s first state to advance the concept of 

‘Responsible Industry: Responsible Investment’. The government declared 2022 as 

‘Entrepreneurship Year’ and KSIDC (Kerala State Industrial Development 

Corporation) introduced the idea of ‘Responsible Industry’ and ‘Responsible 

Investment’ as their motto to recuperate the state from the adverse effects of the 

Covid-19 pandemic and other natural disasters. The state also considers ESG factors 

in industrial development initiatives and supports MSMEs’ ESG-based growth. 

Additionally, the government promotes ESG rating of MSMEs and adheres to 

UNSDGs and Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB) rules. Thus, there is 

a vast scope for socially responsible investment in Kerala.  

Recently, the state has witnessed a significant increase in investors’ 

participation in share trading, particularly among the younger generation. However, it 

is notable that socially responsible investment (SRI) is yet to be prevalent in Kerala. 

Hence, it is becoming increasingly clear that socially responsible investment needs 

further push and guidance from the corporate sector, government, financial 

institutions, and regulators. Many studies have been conducted in India and Kerala on 

companies’ corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices and initiatives. These 
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studies primarily examine the social responsibility undertaken by companies and their 

management. None of the studies focused on the social responsibility of investors in 

Kerala. Thus, the present study examines the social responsibility of investors; it 

seeks to measure the extent to which investors acknowledge and consider the social 

responsibilities performed by companies. Based on the above problems, the research 

gap has been identified. Thus, in this context, the present study becomes essential to 

fill the research gaps in awareness, perception towards SRI and factors influencing 

socially responsible investment. 

In light of this, it asserts research questions: To what extent do stock market 

investors in Kerala perceive and understand socially responsible investment (SRI), 

and what factors influence their perception and behaviour towards SRI? This study 

aims to find a solution to this question. 

1.3. Research Gap 

The literature confirms that most studies on socially responsible investing 

(SRI) have concentrated on SRI performance and compared to conventional fund 

performance. SRI has gained global attention during the last three decades; there 

needs to be more region-wise studies which focus on awareness and perception 

towards SRI in specific areas of India, including Kerala. Most of these research 

studies were conducted in developed SRI markets, including the US, the UK, and 

Europe. The number of studies conducted in developing economies like India is 

significantly less, particularly in the state of Kerala; studies on SRI have yet to be 

found to date. The SRI market is now one of the most flourishing financial market 

segments, and more investors are interested in SRI. 

Along with institutional investors, retail investors are contributing more to 

SRI, and the Indian capital market is also experiencing this trend. However, more 

research needs to be conducted on how individual investors perceive and approach 

SRI, with most studies focusing on institutional investors. The number of ESG-based 

funds is increasing in India, more ESG disclosures are being made mandatory in 

India, and more investors are focusing on corporate social performance along with 

financial performance. From the previous literature, it is found that there are only a 

few studies related to Indian investors’ perception towards SRI, and no studies 
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addressed the perception of investors in Kerala towards SRI. In this context, this study 

addresses the awareness level, perception and behavioural intention of investors in 

Kerala towards SRI.  

The scope of most of the previous studies related to the intention to invest in 

SRI and SRI behaviour was confined to the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) 

components. Researchers also extended the TPB model by including moral intensity, 

religiosity, perceived consumer effectiveness, perceived risk, financial factors, 

financial literacy, environmental concern, and more.   Some research concentrated 

solely on the impact of ESG elements on investors’ intentions to invest in SRI. 

However, no research has been extended to study the behavioural intention towards 

SRI by combining the elements of TPB with ESG factors and financial performance. 

This study attempts to fill this gap in the existing research environment. 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

BSE is the first Asian stock exchange to join the Sustainable Stock Exchange 

Initiative, launched by UNCTAD, to encourage socially responsible investing and 

increase business sustainability. By signing the Paris Agreement at the United Nations 

Climate Change Conference in 2021, India’s Prime Minister promised to achieve net 

zero emissions by 2070. Socially responsible investment (SRI) is one of the 

mainstream investment strategies in the global scenario. The previous studies 

confirmed that individual and institutional investors are interested in socially 

responsible investment. The comparative performance analysis of social 

responsibility-themed investment with conventional funds showed no significant 

difference between SRI and conventional funds. Thus, investors can earn better or 

equal returns from SRI without compromising social values. SRI can positively 

influence corporate social behaviour. Today’s investors are more concerned about the 

impact of their investment on the environment, society and the planet as a whole. 

They started classifying the companies into good and bad according to their behaviour 

and ESG compliance. Compliance with ESG parameters may help the company earn 

better returns and long-term viability. Companies that do not comply with ESG 

parameters may find it challenging to raise capital in the future (Akhileshwari et al., 

2021). The ESG risk affects the financial performance of companies. 
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There is a causal relationship between business firms and social responsibility 

issues. The absence of social responsibility in the business may create economic costs. 

Thus, companies worldwide recognize the need for social responsibility in their 

business practices, and the value of business can be enhanced by considering ESG 

factors (Sinha et al., 2020).  

Business is a part of society. The business receives its inputs from society; 

thus, it has to deliver specific positive outputs to society. The business has a certain 

responsibility to society along with maximizing the wealth of equity shareholders. It is 

observed that socially responsible corporate behaviour may maximize the wealth of 

equity shareholders and increase the present value of future cash inflows (Mackey et 

al., 2007). SRI is considered as a tool to improve sustainable development. Today’s 

world faces numerous socio-economic issues, such as rampant poverty, massive 

unemployment, discrimination, economic backwardness, and poor governance, 

resulting in rising public expectations of corporate sustainable behaviour. Global 

concerns about social, environmental, and ethical issues rose due to increasing 

corporate scandals, corruption, and environmental degradation. These resulted in the 

introduction and implementation of international standards and codes of conduct for 

corporate behaviour worldwide. The doctrines of Corporate Social Responsibility 

(CSR), corporate citizenship, sustainable development, and corporate governance 

have been developed. The business should satisfy its legal, moral, ethical, and 

charitable obligations to society by balancing its economic performance. Through 

SRI, investors can indirectly motivate corporate behaviour to promote environmental 

well-being, sustainable development, societal commitment, and good corporate 

governance (Sun et al., 2011). Increasing investments in socially responsible 

companies, projects and funds can promote India’s regional development. Kerala is a 

state with a high population density; thus, every development in the state should be 

made with sustainable consciousness. The state government is giving more 

importance to sustainable investment and sustainable development. The state consists 

of young population more and if they are more aware of the scope of responsible 

investment, they will be attracted to responsible share trading rather than mere 

gambling.  
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This study would become significant as it focuses on assessing the awareness 

and perception of investors in Kerala towards socially responsible investment. It is 

helpful for investors in Kerala to understand in detail about socially responsible 

investment and can invest in socially responsible companies and social responsibility-

themed funds. It also enables asset managers, companies, and stock brokers to 

recognize SRI’s motivation and attract investors accordingly. 

1.5. Objectives of the Study 

The main objectives of the present study are as follows: 

1. To estimate the awareness level of Socially Responsible Investment by the 

stock market investors in Kerala. 

2. To measure the perception of stock market investors of Kerala towards the 

concept of Socially Responsible Investment. 

3. To understand the behavioural intention of stock market investors in Kerala 

towards Socially Responsible Investment. 

1.6. Research Hypotheses 

Various hypotheses are formulated based on the objectives of the study and 

proposed analysis of the study. 

1.6.1. General Hypothesis 

H1: There is a significant difference in the influence of motives for investing in 

the stock market 

1.6.2. Objective I- Related to Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially 

Responsible   Investment 

H2: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment with regard to gender, age, educational 

qualification, occupation, marital status, average annual income and experience of 

stock market investors  
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H3: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices with regard to gender, age, educational qualification, occupation, marital 

status, average annual income and experience of stock market investors  

H4: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds with regard to gender, age, educational qualification, occupation, marital 

status, average annual income and experience of stock market investors  

H5: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability with regard to gender, age, educational qualification, occupation, 

marital status, average annual income and experience of stock market investors  

H6: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment with regard to gender, age, educational qualification, 

occupation, marital status, average annual income and experience of stock market 

investors  

1.6.3. Objective III- Related to Factors Influencing Behavioural Intention to 

Invest in SRI  

H7: There is a significant positive influence of attitude towards SRI on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H8: There is a significant positive influence of subjective norms on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI 

H9: There is a significant positive influence of perceived behavioural control on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H10: There is a significant positive influence of social factors on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI 

H11: There is a significant positive influence of financial performance on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H12: There is a significant positive influence of corporate governance factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI 
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1.7. Scope of the Study 

This study focuses on awareness and perception of the concept of socially 

responsible investment and behavioural intention towards socially responsible 

investment among stock market investors in Kerala.  

The geographical scope of the study is limited to three districts selected from 

three regions of Kerala, namely, the north, south, and central regions. Socially 

responsible investing behaviour can be seen in the area of real estate, the agriculture 

sector, consumption of FMCGs, the health sector and other sectors. However, this 

study is confined only to the stock market investors. Investors can be classified into 

institutional and individual or retail investors, but this study is focused only on retail 

investors. 

There are different theories addressing the behaviour of individuals: Self-

Determination Theory (SDT), Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), Social Cognitive 

Theory, Ecological Model (Social-Ecological Model) and Cognitive-Behavioural 

Theory (CBT), but for this study, the Theory of planned behaviour (TPB) propounded 

by Ajzen (1991) was used. The actual behaviour cannot be studied since the concept 

of SRI is not so prevalent in Kerala. The behavioural intention towards SRI is studied 

in this research. 

1.8. Research Methodology 

The research methodology has been finalised after considering the study’s 

objectives, significance, and scope. The following are the methodologies used in the 

present study. 

1.8.1. Research Design 

The present study is descriptive in nature. It is descriptive that it tries to study 

the awareness, perception, and behavioural intention of investors and the researcher 

does not have any direct control over the respondents (Sue & Ritter, 2012). The 

survey method was used to collect data from the respondents. For this, a structured 

pre-tested questionnaire was prepared. 

 



27 
 

1.8.2. Sources of data 

For this study, data was collected from primary and secondary sources. The 

awareness, perception and behavioural intention towards socially responsible 

investment were studied with the help of primary data collected through a sample 

survey conducted among stock market investors in Kerala.  

The study also evaluated the performance of social responsibility-themed 

mutual funds and socially responsible thematic indices. The Association of Mutual 

Funds in India (AMFI) website was used to collect the daily NAV series for mutual 

fund schemes, and the National Stock Exchange (NSE) and Bombay Stock Exchange 

(BSE) websites were used to gather the closing price data for various indices. The 

other secondary data sources used for the study include research reports, journal 

articles, working papers, newspapers, theses, books, and various websites. 

1.8.3. Pilot study 

A pilot study was conducted to test the reliability and validity of the research 

instrument and to examine the feasibility of the study and finalisation of the variables. 

Data was collected from a sample of forty stock market investors. Based on the 

feedback from the pilot study, suitable modifications were made to the research 

instrument, and after that, data collection started. 

1.8.4. Sampling Design 

The stock market investors in Kerala constitute the target population for this 

study. Since the population is substantial, a census survey is impossible. Hence, a 

sample survey has been carried out. Though the population of the study is finite, but 

the exact number of individuals having share market investments was not available 

from the stock brokers or any other authorized authorities, as the stock broking firms 

were not willing to disclose the details of their clients. Since no formal list of 

investors is available, probability sampling techniques were impossible. Therefore, 

purposive sampling comes under the category of the non-probability method of 

sampling used to collect the required sample. The investors with active demat 

accounts belonging to any of the three selected districts, namely Thiruvananthapuram, 

Ernakulam and Kozhikode, were selected. 
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1.8.4.1. Sample Size Determination 

Stock market investors of Kerala form the universe of the study. The exact 

data regarding the number of stock market investors in Kerala and their geographical 

distribution are unavailable. The following statistical formula is used to calculate the 

sample size for this study. The highest standard deviation among variables from the 

pilot study was taken. 

n= (zs/e)2 

n = size of sample 

z = z value for 95% confidence level is = 1.96 

s = sample standard deviation (.606) 

𝑒 = acceptable sampling error (𝑒=0.05) 

The required sample size n = (1.96 ×.606/0.05)2= 564 

Therefore, the minimum sample size for this study has been fixed at 564. 

1.8.5. Method of Primary data collection 

For the study, a multi-stage sampling procedure was used. Initially, Kerala was 

divided into the Southern, Central, and Northern regions. The southern region 

includes Thiruvananthapuram, Kollam, Pathanamthitta, and Alappuzha. The central 

region includes Kottayam, Idukki, Ernakulam and Thrissur. The state’s northern 

region includes Palakkad, Malappuram, Kozhikode, Wayanad, Kannur, and Kasargod. 

In the second stage, three districts were selected from the three regions by random 

sampling using a lottery method: 

 Thiruvananthapuram was selected from the southern region. 

 Ernakulam was selected from the central region. 

 Kozhikode was selected from the northern region. 
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In the third stage, information was gathered from the required number of sample 

investors using the purposive sampling method of data collection online and offline. 

Through online mode, the questionnaires are mailed to the respondents and various 

social media platforms are used for data collection. The researcher visited numerous 

stock broking firms in the selected districts to collect information from investors 

offline.  

1.8.5.1. The Instrument used for Primary data collection 

A pre-tested questionnaire was used to collect data from the investors. The 

research instrument is given in Appendix I at the end of the report. The questionnaire 

starts with respondents’ demographic information, followed by information related to 

stock market participation, awareness on different aspects of socially responsible 

investment, perception towards different aspects of socially responsible investment 

and behavioural intention towards SRI. The behavioural intention towards SRI was 

studied with the help of the Theory of planned behaviour (TPB) introduced by Icek 

Ajzen (1985, 1991). The items in the scale used for studying behavioural intention 

were adopted from Raut et al. (2021); Jensen et al. (2016); Yew et al. (2019) and 

additional items were included by the researcher based on variables identified during 

the literature review. 

1.8.5.2. Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) 

Human behaviour is highly complex. This complex human behaviour can be 

predicted and explained by the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).   The 

Theory of Planned Behaviour is propounded by Icek Ajzen (1985, 1991) as an 

extension to the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA).   The Theory of Reasoned Action 

(TRA) is extended by adding the construct of perceived behaviour control and 

designed the Theory of Planned Behaviour.  

TRA was developed by Martin Fishbein and Icek Ajzen in 1975, and it traces 

the causal relationship between beliefs and actual behaviour through attitude and 

intention. Two psychological theories of health behaviour change are integrated to 

develop the theory of reasoned action and the theory of planned behaviour. It explains 

and predicts human behaviour. The theory of reasoned action predicts volitional 

behaviour. Volitional behaviour means people can efficiently perform those 
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behaviours if they desire to do so. This theory is based on the assumption that people 

usually behave sensibly. This theory is modified and developed into the theory of 

planned behaviour. Behavioural intention is a combination of attitude towards the 

behaviour, subjective norm and perception of behavioural control. These factors can 

influence individual and collective behavioural intention.  

A positive attitude, the favourable subjective norm with an enhanced sense of 

perceived control, can enhance the intention to perform behaviour. These three 

constructs together can predict the behavioural intention. Thus, behavioural intention 

is a function of these three constructs: the individual’s personal nature, the influence 

of society on behaviour and the control or lack of control over behaviour (Ajzen, 

2006). The Theory of Planned Behaviour has applications in several contexts. 

1.8.5.3. Research Model Development 

The behavioural intention to invest in socially responsible investment is 

investigated by different authors using the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and the 

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). Nilsson (2008) examined the influence of social, 

environmental, and ethical factors and financial perception on socially responsible 

investment behaviour. The socio-demographic variables are also studied in the model. 

Talha et al. (2016) used the TPB model to explain the socially responsible investment 

behaviour of institutional investors in Malaysia. The authors extended the TPB 

framework by adding the constructs of moral intensity and caring ethical climate 

along with the TPB constructs of attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural 

control and intention. The moderation effect of gender is also included in the model. 

Osman et al. (2019) studied the factors influencing the behavioural intention towards 

green investment. The constructs of knowledge, reputation and religious values were 

added along with other constructs of TPB.  

Sultana et al. (2018) evaluated the influence of environmental, social and 

corporate governance issues on investment decisions of Bangladesh stock market 

investors. The influence of the purpose of investment is also included in the model 

and the construct investment horizon is employed as a moderating variable in the 

study. Khan and Alam (2019) employed the TPB model to study the individual 

investors’ attitudes towards SRI in India. Moral norms and religiosity are included in 
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the model, along with other constructs of TPB. Adam and Shauki (2014) extended the 

TPB model by incorporating the construct of moral norms to investigate the SRI 

behaviour of investors in Malaysia. The behavioural intention of Generation Y in 

Malaysia towards SRI is studied by Osman et al. (2020) using the TPB model. The 

model is extended by adding socially responsible consumption and perceived social 

obligation constructs. Mehwish et al. (2022) studied the influence of ESG factors on 

the investment behaviour of individual investors in Pakistan using a deductive TPB-

based framework. Jensen et al. (2016) extended the TPB model by including 

perceived consumer effectiveness and perceived risk to evaluate the factors that 

influence the intention of Generation Y towards SRI. Yew et al. (2019) examined the 

influence of environmental concerns, perceived consumer effectiveness, attitude and 

return on behavioural intention to invest in SRI. Thanki et al. (2022) evaluated the 

influence of TPB constructs on intention to invest in SRI. 

On the other hand, Raut et al. (2021) applied the Theory of Reasoned Action 

to examine the individual investors’ intention to invest in SRI in India. The authors 

extended the Theory of Reasoned Action by adding moral norms, environmental 

concerns, financial literacy and financial performance. Based on the conceptual 

models and findings of these studies, the present study incorporates four additional 

constructs along with the original TPB constructs to evaluate the behavioural intention 

of stock market investors in Kerala towards SRI. The constructs of TPB to study 

behavioural intention consist of attitude, subjective norms and perceived behavioural 

control and four additional constructs, namely, environmental factors, social factors, 

corporate governance factors and financial performance, are incorporated. 
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1.8.6. Conceptual Model of the Study 

Figure 1.4 displays the conceptual framework based on the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) used in this study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Developed for research 

 

 

 

 

 

Attitude 
 

Financial 
performance 

 

Subjective norms 
 

Corporate 
governance factors 

 

Social factors 
 

Perceived 
behavioural control 

 

Environmental 
factors 

 

 
Behavioural 

Intention 
 
 



33 
 

1.8.6.1. Constructs used in the Model 

Table 1.5 presents the constructs used in the conceptual model, the number of 

items under each construct and the references.  

Table 1.5 

Constructs used in the Model 

Constructs No. of items References 

Attitude  

5 

Yew et al. (2019); Jensen et al. (2016); Raut et al. (2021); 

Osman et al. (2020); Talha et al. (2016); Hofmann et al. 

(2005); Ham et al. (2018); Osman et al. (2019); Talha et al. 

(2012); Paetzold and Busch (2014); Khan and Alam (2019); 

Talha et al. (2016) 

 

Subjective norms 

 

4 

Jensen et al. (2016); Raut et al. (2021); Osman et al. (2020); 

Talha et al. (2016); Hofmann et al. (2005); Ham et al 

(2018); Osman et al. (2019); Talha et al. (2012); Paetzold 

and Busch (2014); Khan and Alam (2019); Talha et al. 

(2016) 

 

Perceived 

behavioural control 

 

 

4 

Jensen et al. (2016); Osman et al. (2020); Talha et al. 

(2016); Hofmann et al. (2005); Ham et al. (2018); Osman et 

al. (2019); Talha et al. (2012); Paetzold & Busch (2014); 

Khan and Alam (2019); Talha et al. (2016) 

Environmental 

factors 

 

9 

Yew et al. (2019); Raut et al. (2021); Mehwish et al. (2022); 

Sultana et al. (2018); Nilsson (2008); Shah (2018) 

 

Social factors 

 

6 

Mehwish et al. (2022); Sultana et al. (2018); Nilsson (2008); 

Shah (2018) 

Corporate 

governance factors 

 

8 

Mehwish et al. (2022); Sultana et al. (2018); Shah (2018) 

Financial 

performance 

 

7 

Yew et al. (2019); Nilsson (2008); Raut et al. (2021) 

 

Behavioural 

Intention 

 

5 

Yew et al. (2019); Jensen et al. (2016); Osman et al. (2020); 

Hofmann et al. (2005); Ham et al. (2018); Osman et al. 

(2019); Talha et al. (2012); Paetzold and Busch (2014); 

Khan and Alam (2019); Talha et al. (2016) 

Source: Secondary data 
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1.8.7. Normality of the Collected Data 

A normality test is conducted to identify whether the sample has been selected 

from a normally distributed population. It is very important to test the normality of 

data before starting any statistical analysis because the types of statistical analysis to 

be conducted depend on the normality of the data. Parametric statistical procedures 

can be used only when the data is found to be normally distributed. If the data is non-

normal, non-parametric tests should be applied. In this study, the ‘Kolmogorov-

Smirnov’ test is used to test the normality of the data. According to the Kolmogorov-

Smirnov Test, if the p-value is less than 0.05, the normality assumption should be 

rejected and the data is considered to be non-normal and if the p-value is greater than 

0.05, the data are assumed to be normal. 

The following hypothesis is formulated: 

H0: The given data are normal 

H1: The given data are not normal. 

The result of the normality test is given below. 

Table 1.6 

Results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for Normality 

Constructs/ 

Variables 
N 

Normal Parameters Kolmogorov-

Smirnov Z 
P Value 

Mean Std. Deviation 

Awareness on 

different Aspects of 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

564 
 

49.6767 

 

22.01719 
0.116 <0.001 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

Indices 

564 49.0780 25.18095 0.135 <0.001 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

funds 

564 45.8739 24.70282 0.147 <0.001 
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General awareness 

related to 

Sustainability 

564 48.1028 18.72084 0.102 <0.001 

Overall Awareness on 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

564 48.1903 17.36820 0.074 <0.001 

Investors’ perception 

of risk related to 

socially responsible 

investments as 

compared to 

conventional 

investments 

564 3.06 0.8322 0.258 <0.001 

Attitude 564 75.3617 16.52568 0.103 <0.001 

Subjective norms 564 65.1152 18.46063 0.129 <0.001 

Perceived behavioural 

control 
564 64.6809 17.16302 0.115 <0.001 

Environmental factors 564 71.0244 17.00593 0.070 <0.001 

Social factors 564 80.9634 17.26052 0.160 <0.001 

Corporate governance 

factors 
564 83.4087 15.88301 0.148 <0.001 

Financial performance 564 72.8369 12.48421 0.076 <0.001 

Behavioural Intention 564 70.6998 18.51998 0.101 <0.001 

Source: Primary data 

Table 1.6 provides the result of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test performed to 

test the normality of the variables of the study related to the awareness, perception, 

and behaviour towards socially responsible investment. It is evident from the table 

that for all the variables included in the study, the p-values are less than 0.05; thus, the 

null hypothesis is rejected. This implies that the data are non-normal. 

1.8.8. Reliability of the Measurement Instrument 

Reliability refers to the degree of consistency or dependability of a 

measurement instrument. Reliability analysis is performed to ensure the internal 

consistency of the measurement instrument to avoid disagreement within a group of 
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questions. It is the first step in evaluating a measurement model (Yong et al., 2007). In 

the present study, Cronbach’s alpha is used to test the reliability of the scale. A 

Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.60 or above is considered acceptable and a value of .70 or 

above is considered to be of strong internal consistency (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). 

Table 1.7 illustrates the result of the reliability analysis conducted using Cronbach’s 

Alpha in SPSS. 

Table 1.7 

Results of Cronbach’s Alpha Test for Reliability 

Source: Primary data 

Table 1.7 shows the result of the reliability analysis. The reliability analysis 

results indicate that all the constructs used in this study to measure the awareness, 

perception and behaviour of stock market investors have good internal consistency, 

Constructs No. of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Awareness on different aspects of Socially 
Responsible investment 

10 0.930 

Awareness on   sustainability-themed indices 6 0.951 

Aware on sustainability-themed funds 14 0.978 

General awareness related to Sustainability 6 0.811 

Overall awareness on Socially Responsible 
Investment 

36 
0.963 

Attitude 5 0.929 

Subjective Norms 4 0.886 

Perceived behavioural control 4 0.793 

Environmental factors 9 0.904 

Social factors 6 0.938 

Corporate governance factors 8 0.937 

Financial performance 7 0.723 

Behavioural Intention 5 0.930 
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with Cronbach’s Alpha values above .07. This implies that the scale used in the study 

is reliable. 

1.8.9. Validation of the Measurement Instrument 

Validity refers to the accuracy of the measurement model. A measurement 

instrument is valid when it accurately reflects its intended purpose (Field, 2009). 

There are various forms of validity, including Content Validity, Face Validity, and 

Construct Validity (Berelson, 1952). 

1.8.9.1. Content validity 

Content validity ensures the coverage of the full range of constructs by the 

measurement instrument (Field, 2009). A measurement instrument possesses content 

validity if it reflects the content universe of the subject area. It includes all relevant 

variables and excludes irrelevant ones (Taherdoost, 2016). To ensure the content 

validity of the research instrument, the researcher conducted an extensive literature 

review to extract all relevant items and sent the measurement instrument to the experts 

in the same field of the research. 

1.8.9.2. Face Validity 

Face validity is the subjective judgment of a measurement instrument by non-

experts. It is an assessment of the practicality, understandability, lucidity of language 

and clarity of presentation of the measurement instrument by individuals without 

expertise or non-specialists. It is the least robust form of validity (Taherdoost, 2016). 

The success of the assessment of face validity depends entirely on the knowledge and 

expertise of the assessor (Nwana, 2007, as cited in Mohajan, 2017). The researcher 

has taken measures to ensure the face validity of the measurement instrument by 

having discussions with various individuals in the relevant research area. 

1.8.9.3. Construct Validity 

Construct validity is the statistical validity of the model and is established 

when there is convergent and discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). 

Construct validity is crucial for testing hypotheses and empirical measures (Mohajan, 

2017).  
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1.8.9.3.1. Convergent validity  

Convergent validity refers to factors converging to represent the underlying 

construct. The AVE (average variance extracted) is used to measure the convergent 

validity of the construct. When the AVE value exceeds or exceeds the recommended 

value of 0.50, items converge to measure the underlying construct and establish 

convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In this study, the statistics show that all 

the constructs have an AVE value greater than 0.5; hence, convergent validity is 

established. 

1.8.9.3.2. Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity establishes the distinctiveness of the construct or the 

individuality or individual identity of the construct. In this study, the discriminant 

validity is measured using the two most widely used methods: Fornell & Larcker 

criterion and HTMT (Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio). 

1.8.9.3.2.a. Fornell & Larcker Criterion 

According to Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion, discriminant validity is 

established when the square root of the AVE of a construct is greater than its 

correlation with all other constructs. In this study, it was found to be established. 

1.8.9.3.2.b. HTMT (Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio) 

Discriminant validity is also established using the HTMT ratio when the 

values of correlations are below the threshold of 0.85 (Henseler et al., 2015). In the 

present study, all the constructs fulfilled this criterion and the discriminant validity 

was established.  

1.9. Period of the Study 

The data collection for the Survey among stock market investors was 

conducted during the period from June 2021 to November 2021. 
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1.10. Tools for Analysis 

The data was gathered from both primary and secondary sources. The primary 

data collected from a sample of stock market investors through questionnaires were 

tabulated and analysed using the Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (IBM SPSS 

Statistics version 26). The statistical techniques applied for analysis include Mean, 

Standard deviation, Percentages, Fried man test and Kruskal-Wallis H test. The 

behavioural intention towards socially responsible investment was studied using   

Partial Least Square SEM (path model analysis with smartPLS (version 4)). 

The performance analysis of social responsibility-themed mutual funds and 

socially responsible thematic indices using secondary data was analysed with 

Compounded Annual returns (CAGR), Risk-adjusted return measures such as Sharpe 

Ratio and Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha. The analysis also includes Spearman rank 

correlation and repeated measure ANOVA. 

1.11. Conceptual Clarifications and Operational Definitions 

1.11.a. Investor 

An investor is any person who has a Demat account and commits capital to 

direct equity, mutual funds, or systematic investment plans (SIP). 

1.11.b. Awareness 

Awareness refers to awareness of investors on different aspects of socially 

responsible investment, awareness on sustainability-themed indices and funds and 

general awareness on sustainability.  

1.11.c. Perception 

Perception of SRI refers to investors’ opinion on the integration of social 

responsibility into stock market investment, their preference and non-preference for 

SRI, their interest in investment in sin stocks like alcohol, tobacco, weapons or 

pesticides, and the SRI strategies preferred by the investors and other related items. 
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1.11.d. Attitude 

Attitude here refers to the favourability or un-favourability of investors 

towards socially responsible investment. Attitude in general is the opinions or self-

perceptions regarding a particular behaviour. It is a hypothetical construct which can 

be directly observed. Attitude is assessed through measurable responses. It is 

favourable or unfavourable to a particular concept, object, event or person (Ajzen, 

2006). The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) deals with attitude towards the 

behaviour rather than object, event or person (Ajzen, 1985). Attitude is a personal 

factor in determining behavioural intention; it is the personal evaluation or appraisal 

of the subject matter.   

1.11.e. Subjective norms 

Subjective Norms refer to the opinions or perspectives of others regarding 

socially responsible investment. It is the opinions or perspectives of others regarding a 

particular behaviour, that is external viewpoints about a behaviour. It is a social factor; 

the social pressure to engage or refrain from certain behaviour. Subjective norms are 

the perceived prescriptions (Ajzen, 1985). 

1.11.f. Perceived behavioural control 

Perceived behavioural control refers to the perceived ease or difficulty of 

investing in socially responsible investments. It is the self-efficacy towards the 

behaviour. It is the perceived ease or difficulty of performing a particular behaviour. 

The resources and opportunities to perform the behaviour and difficulties may hinder 

the performance of the behaviour. It is the opportunities and obstacles to practical 

behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).  

1.11.g. Environmental factors 

Environmental factors refer to investors’ opinions on the role of companies 

towards the environment. It encompasses their opinions on companies’ environmental 

management systems, their interest in eco-friendly products, technologies, renewable 

energy sources, product innovation and their inclination to invest in environmentally 

friendly companies. 
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1.11.h. Social factors  

Social factors refer to investors’ opinions on the role of companies towards 

society, and they include opinions on corporate social behaviour, such as charitable 

donations, human rights, non-discrimination, and a healthy and safe workplace. 

1.11.i. Corporate governance factors  

Corporate governance factors refer to the importance that investors give to the 

corporate governance parameters of companies. The corporate governance factors 

encompass investors’ opinions on the rights of shareholders, accountability, 

transparency, code of conduct, auditing practices, voting rights, and stakeholder 

engagement and feedback systems. 

1.11.j. Financial performance  

Financial performance encompasses investors’ perspectives on various aspects 

of socially responsible investment (SRI). This includes their opinions on returns from 

SRI, expectations regarding the financial outcomes of SRI, comparisons of the 

performance of SRI funds to non-SRI funds, and opinions on the incorporation of 

social responsibility criteria into their investment.  

1.11.k. Behavioural intention 

Behavioural intention refers to the willingness or intention of investors to 

invest in socially responsible investments. Behavioural intention is the central element 

in the Theory of Planned Behaviour. It is the willingness to perform a particular 

behaviour or the effort individuals are willing to take to perform the behaviour. The 

intention largely influences behaviour. The greater the intention, the stronger the 

chance to perform the behaviour. Actions are controlled by intention and intention 

may lead to action.  Behavioural intention is the immediate antecedent of behaviour 

(Ajzen, 1985). (In this report, the terms intention and behavioural intention are used 

interchangeably). 
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1.12. Limitations of the Study 

The study suffers from the following limitations: 

1. Non-probability sampling, namely purposive sampling, was used in this study 

to collect data. Despite the efforts made by the researcher, the number and list 

of stock market investors were unavailable, and the concerned authorities and 

stock broking firms were unwilling to provide the list of investors. 

2. The study was confined to individual stock market investors, and institutional 

investors’ awareness, perception and behaviour were not considered. 

3. Since the concept of socially responsible is new, the respondents’ opinions 

may not be free from response errors. 

1.13. Ethical Considerations 

The researcher carried out all the research work ethically. The research was 

conducted after an extensive literature review, during which variables were identified. 

Proper citations were provided for the authors’ names and sources from which data 

were collected in the thesis. The measurement instrument’s reliability has been 

verified and upheld. Data collection took place in three randomly selected districts. 

The study’s methodology was presented and approved by the Research Advisory 

Committee, comprising a University Nominee and internal and external experts 

periodically. Detailed information about the purpose of the research was 

communicated to the respondents.  

The researcher provided contact details to the participants to address any 

concerns related to their participation in the research. The researcher took proper 

measures to ensure privacy, confidentiality, and secure storage of the collected data. 

The Human Research Ethics Committee of Vimala College (Autonomous), Thrissur, 

Kerala, reviewed and evaluated the ethical suitability of the research undertaken by 

the researcher and issued the certificate for the same (refer to Appendix II). 
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1.14. Chapter Design of the Thesis 

The report of the entire study is presented in seven chapters. 

Chapter 1: Introduction and Research Methodology 

The first chapter begins with an introduction to socially responsible 

investment, followed by SRI from a global perspective and SRI from an Indian 

perspective. It also covers the research problem, research gap, significance of the 

study, objectives, research hypotheses, and scope of the study. Also, it discusses 

complete details of research methodology, limitations of the study and ethical 

considerations.  

Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

Earlier studies in the field of performance of socially responsible investment, 

awareness and perception towards SRI and socially responsible investment behaviours 

are discussed in this section. Both national and international research studies are 

thoroughly reviewed and presented in the chapter. 

Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework 

This chapter covers the theoretical aspects of socially responsible investment. 

It includes the evolution of SRI, its concept, definition, types of SRI, strategies of 

SRI, ESG rating, sustainability-themed indices, underlying theories of SRI and 

regulatory framework of SRI. 

Chapter 4: Comparison of Performance of Socially Responsible Portfolios and 

Market Portfolios 

This chapter deals with the comparative performance analysis of socially 

responsible portfolios comprising various mutual fund schemes and socially 

responsible thematic indices. Also include comparative performance analysis of 

socially responsible portfolios with market portfolios. 
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Chapter 5: Data Analysis 

This chapter presents the data analysis report of a sample survey conducted 

among stock market investors in Kerala. The chapter starts with the respondents’ 

demographic profile, followed by information related to their participation in the 

stock market. The next part contains the analysis of the awareness and perception of 

investors towards socially responsible investment. The last section deals with factors 

influencing the behavioural intention of investors towards SRI. 

Chapter 6: Findings, Conclusion and Suggestions 

This chapter provides the major findings of the study, conclusions, suggestions 

and expected implications. 

Chapter 7: Recommendations and Scope for Further Research 

The last chapter of this report deals with significant recommendations of the 

study and the scope for further research.   
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

2.1. Introduction 

This present study aims to investigate investors’ awareness, perception, and 

behavioural intentions regarding socially responsible investment. The performance of 

various socially responsible indices, funds, and sustainability-themed financial 

products is also a crucial aspect of this study. Therefore, in alignment with the study’s 

objectives, a comprehensive review of the existing literature has been undertaken to 

acquire an in-depth understanding of different facets of socially responsible 

investment. This includes assessing its growth at national and international levels and 

identifying research gaps in the field. The collected studies have been categorised into 

four sections for presentation, which are as follows: 

1. Performance of SRI-Global Scenario 

2. Performance of SRI-Indian Scenario 

3. Awareness and Perception towards SRI 

4. Socially Responsible Investment Behaviour 

2.2. Performance of SRI-Global Scenario  

Schröder (2003) made an in-depth analysis of socially responsible 

investments (SRI). Jensen´s alpha was used as a performance measure to analyse the 

SRI equity investment funds. The majority of SRI assets, according to the study, 

performed similarly to their benchmarks. Only a few funds and indices showed 

relatively poor performance. This difference may be due to the specific risk-return 

characteristics of SRI funds and indices.  

A sample of socially responsible equity funds in the US, Switzerland, and Germany 

was compared with conventional funds. On average, these funds do not underperform 

conventional equities (Schroder, 2004). 
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Moore (2004) looked at the risk and returns of products with a focus on 

sustainability and found that these types of investments can provide a balance of risk 

and return for the investors. Geczy et al. (2005) examined the future of SRI, 

interviewing experts in the field. Most respondents predict that SRI will lose its niche 

status and become mainstream.  

In his article, Sethi (2005) argued that pension funds should invest in socially 

responsible companies as they are crucial for long-term corporate survival and 

economic growth. He suggests that research should be conducted to create new 

measurement standards for SRI.  

Shank et al. (2005) found that socially responsible mutual funds have similar 

or slightly lower returns than traditional funds.  

Scholtens (2005) determined the growth of socially responsible savings and 

investments in the Netherlands. The study also investigated the financial performance 

of socially responsible savings and investments. The results indicated no significant 

difference in the return earned by SRI and its benchmarks. The result also revealed 

that the SRI risk is slightly higher than its benchmark. 

The impact of SRI on financial performance was also examined by Kempf 

and Osthoff (2006), who concluded that investing in companies with high SRI scores 

can produce positive abnormal performance without sacrificing financial objectives. 

The study also revealed that the stocks categorised as socially irresponsible often 

suffered from declines in performance, whereas socially responsible investments did 

not encounter such issues.  

Bauer et al. (2006) examined the performance and risk sensitivities of 

Canadian ethical mutual funds. The study found that the performance differential 

between ethical mutual funds and their conventional peers is statistically insignificant. 

Barnett and Salomon (2006) evaluated the correlation between the financial 

and social performance of mutual funds that engage in SRI. The study used 

contemporary stakeholder and portfolio theories to examine 61 SRI funds from 1972 

to 2000. It found that when the SRI fund uses more social screens, its financial returns 

initially decrease but later increase as the number of screens reaches a maximum. The 
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authors advised fund managers to carefully analyse the impact of their screening 

procedures on fund performance. 

A study by Bollen (2007) looked at the patterns of investor money flow in a 

sample of socially screened equities mutual funds. It is found that socially responsible 

funds have much lower monthly fund flow volatility than conventional funds, 

indicating that investors place value in socially responsible funds when profits are 

favourable.  

Stenström and Thorell (2007) investigated the performance differences 

between regular mutual funds and socially responsible investment (SRI) mutual funds. 

The study found that traditional funds performed better than socially responsible 

funds. However, they argued that some socially responsible business practices could 

benefit fund performance and a fund’s performance can be enhanced by excluding 

companies based on norm-based screening. 

Viviers (2007) evaluated the risk-adjusted performance of local SRI funds in 

South Africa. Qualitative data was collected from SRI fund managers and industry 

experts. The performance of local SRI funds was compared with three benchmark 

categories and analysed using the Sharpe ratio, Sortino ratio, Jensen’s alpha, and 

Upside-potential ratios. Results suggested that local SRI funds underperformed in the 

first two sub-periods and outperformed in the third sub-period.  

Gil-Bazo et al. (2008) analysed the financial performance of socially 

responsible investment (SRI) mutual funds. The study used the matching estimator 

methodology to obtain the results. The analysis concluded that there was just one 

instance when costs between SRI and conventional funds varied significantly: SRI 

funds are less expensive than conventional funds managed by the same management 

organisation. 

Cortez et al. (2009) scrutinised the performance of the US and European 

global SRI funds. They found that while socially conscious funds in the European 

market performed on par with traditional and socially conscious benchmarks, the US 

and Austrian funds underperformed due to their exposure to small caps. 
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Newell (2009) created a Socially Responsible Property Investment (SRPI) 

performance index and found that UK real estate companies actively engaged in SRPI 

had better risk-adjusted returns than the industry.  

Hassan (2009) explored the value of Shari’ah-compliant sustainable investing 

in light of the credit crisis and the disastrous repercussions of climate change. The 

challenge for Shari’ah-compliant sustainable investment is to replace rather than 

replicate it, given that the study indicated that Shari’ah-compliant funds outperformed 

the traditional benchmark. 

A study by Sánchez and Escolano (2010) focused on the business entities 

receiving investments from socially responsible investment funds, focusing on 

businesses listed on the European stock market. The author discovered that the retail 

market for SRI funds in Spain is growing slowly. The study also looked at the social, 

economic, environmental, and corporate governance components of these 

investments. The author stated that calling traditional finance ‘non-ethical’ or ‘anti-

ethical’ is inaccurate and that traditional banks have been referred to as socially 

responsible investment funds when they have included environmental, social, and 

corporate governance concerns in their investing practices. He also noted that while 

socially responsible investments and ethical financial practices are theoretically 

similar, SRI procedures are optional and their definitions are too vague and general.  

Chang and Witte (2010) assessed the fund features, risk, and performance of 

all the US socially responsible funds available at the time. They found that socially 

responsible funds have lower returns and worse reward-to-risk ratios. Over the past 15 

years, these funds have not produced competitive returns compared to traditional 

funds. 

Copp et al. (2010) compared the risk-adjusted return on SRI to traditional 

investments during economic downturns. They found that SRI had a higher beta risk 

during such periods than traditional investments.  

Arjalies (2010) studied the factors driving the increased adoption of SRI in 

France, the strategies employed by asset management firms, and the impact on equity 

and fixed-income investments. The research found that a group movement led by 

asset managers and financial analysts is responsible for mainstreaming SRI and that 
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SRI is growing more popular in equity investments but slowing down in fixed 

income. 

A study by Humphrey and Lee (2011) examined the performance of SRI 

equity funds in the Australian market. Their findings revealed that the returns of SRI 

and conventional funds are comparable. Additionally, their analysis suggested that no 

substantial evidence indicates that a fund’s screening level significantly influences its 

overall performance. However, it was noted that a more significant number of 

screened funds tend to exhibit improved performance when considering risk factors. 

Rathner (2012) performed a meta-analysis on the performance of Socially 

Responsible Investment (SRI) and conventional funds. The meta-regression exhibited 

that only a small number of research revealed underperformance and outperformance 

of SRI, whereas 75% of the studies found no performance difference between Socially 

Responsible Investment (SRI) funds and conventional funds. The majority of the 

studies focused on US SRI funds.  

Hirschberger et al. (2012) presented the results of an empirical study 

concerning conventional and socially responsible mutual funds. The study cannot find 

strong evidence of differences between conventional and socially responsible mutual 

funds.  

Chang et al. (2012) compared the financial performance of green and 

traditional mutual funds in the USA. 131 green mutual funds were used for the study. 

Annualised rates of return, expense ratios, and Sharpe ratios are used for the study. 

The study found that green mutual funds have generated lower returns and similar 

risks than traditional mutual funds.  

Latinovic and Obradovic (2013) examined the relationship between 

corporate social responsibility and shareholder value and the study also found a link 

between corporate social responsibility and shareholder value. 

Reddy and Bather (2013) explored the relationship between institutional 

ownership, corporate governance, and company financial performance. The ordinary 

Least Squares regression method is used for the analysis. The study found that the top 

five institutional shareholders are more involved with governance.  
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In his study, Wimmer (2013) found that the scores for environmental, social 

and governance (ESG) tend to last for only two years in socially responsible mutual 

funds. This indicates that socially conscious investors cannot rely on strong ESG 

ratings to persist in the long run. Therefore, it is recommended that these investors 

diversify their portfolios and carefully screen all their assets. 

Similarly, Utz and Wimmer (2014) compared conventional mutual funds 

with socially responsible mutual funds. They found no significant differences between 

the two types of funds. They also found that the label ‘SR mutual fund’ does not 

guarantee the exclusion of unethical companies.  

Ameur and Senanedsch (2014) used a model to compare sustainability-

themed indices to traditional ones and found that sustainable indexes had lower risk 

premiums.  

Peylo (2014) thoroughly analysed socially responsible investment (SRI) to 

contrast it with traditional investment methods. The study sought a framework to put 

traditional investing and SRI on equal footing regarding rationality. The research 

found that investors can pursue socially responsible goals without sacrificing 

performance, as it was based on a literature analysis and verified using historical stock 

market data. The author suggested that SRI should be implemented in an integrated 

and rigorous way, allowing investors to achieve personal and practical goals.  

Pinto et al. (2014) examined the risk-adjusted performance of Brazilian SRI 

funds with local index funds. They found that SRI funds in Brazil exhibited 

comparable performance to the broader Brazilian stock market.  

Another study by Chowdhury and Masih (2015) highlighted that Islamic 

finance and SRI are the fastest-growing financial sectors over the past 20 years, 

growing faster than the overall financial market. They used an ARDL bounds testing 

technique to analyse the performance of two types of limited investment portfolios. 

They found a negative correlation between socially responsible and Shariah-compliant 

funds over long and short terms. 

 



58 
 

Klein and von Wallis (2015) reviewed the SRI literature, comparing the 

performance of SRI vehicles to industry standards and examining the impact of SR 

behaviour on a company’s financial success. They found that SRI funds, on average, 

outperform traditional investments and that there is a correlation between SRI actions 

implemented by a company and its financial outcomes.  

Johansson and Brandt (2015) identified that European ethical mutual funds 

have less systematic risk exposure and have performed better during crises but 

underperformed in non-crisis times. 

A study by Junkus and Berry (2015) used traditional benchmarks to compare 

the performances and other attributes of SR mutual funds. It noted that the 

performance of conventional and socially responsible mutual funds did not differ 

significantly.  

Ko and Kim (2015) carried out a study in the Korean Securities market to 

assess how well the companies whose stocks are chosen for SRI funds have 

performed on the capital market with the help of Tobin’s Q. As per their study, these 

firms outperformed other firms and suggested that socially responsible corporate 

behaviour could result in great social respect and financial performance. 

Velte (2017) concentrated on environmental, social, and governance 

performance and evaluated their impact on financial performance. The study revealed 

that the ESGP positively impacts ROA but does not impact Tobin’s Q.  

Ang and Weber (2018) analysed the efficiency of SRI in the Korean market. 

They found that the future price of SRI is not affected by previous prices, suggesting 

that investors cannot gain abnormal returns by analysing historical data. They also 

posited that the Korean SRI market is more stable than the Serbian market. 

Atan et al. (2018) looked into the effects of environmental, social, and 

governance (ESG) issues on the profitability, market value, and cost of capital of 

public limited companies (PLCs) in Malaysia. Using data from Bloomberg’s ESG 

database, the researchers analysed a sample of 54 companies over three years from 

2010 to 2013. The findings indicated no significant correlation between ESG 
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variables and profitability or company value. However, the overall impact of ESG 

factors was found to have a positive effect on the cost of capital for the companies. 

Asvathitanont and Tangjitprom (2020) assessed the risk and return of ESG 

investment in Thailand. The authors constructed an ESG-themed portfolio using the 

positive SRI screening strategy. The return of the ESG portfolio is analysed with the 

help of the Sharpe ratio, Jensen’s Alpha and Modigliani risk-adjusted performance or 

M2. The results of these measures pointed to a slightly lower performance of the ESG 

portfolio compared to the benchmark. ESG portfolio displayed lower total risk and 

systematic risk than the benchmark portfolio in terms of risk. 

Badía et al. (2021) investigated the performance of sustainability-themed 

portfolios in four regions: North America, Europe, Japan, and Asia Pacific. They 

suggested that the SRI screening strategies are different in different regions. It varies 

over time, and if investors consider these considerations, they can invest in 

sustainability-themed stocks without sacrificing financial returns.  

Hornuf and Yuksel (2023) conducted a meta-analysis on the performance of 

SRI in a global scenario. The authors concluded that, on average, no significant 

difference is found between SRI and market portfolios.  

2.3. Performance of SRI-Indian Scenario 

Sekhar (2011) focused on various green funds, green investing companies, 

and green mutual funds in India. The study also intended to draw the attention of 

mutual fund organisations towards green mutual funds, which are helpful for the safe 

environment and protection of the earth.  

A study by De and Clayman (2014) on the relationship between a company’s 

ESG rating and its stock return, volatility, and risk-adjusted return found that 

businesses with higher ESG ratings had higher returns, lower volatility, and better 

risk-adjusted returns than those with lower ratings.  

Sudha (2015) compared the S&P ESG India index with the Nifty and S&P 

CNX 500 regarding risk-return analysis. The analysis showed that, compared to two 

broad market proxies, the S&P ESG India index offered investors a higher annualised 
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return from Jan 2005 to Sep 2012 at a lower (beta) systemic risk. Additionally, no 

discernible difference was observed between the mean daily returns of the ESG index 

and market proxies. The findings suggested that ESG investments could offer 

investors a better return at a lower risk. 

Tripathi and Bhandari (2015) conducted a performance analysis of two 

major socially responsible stocks in India: the S&P ESG India index and the S&P 

BSE GREENEX. They compared these stocks with the NIFTY, SENSEX (general 

stocks portfolios), and the CNX 500 Equity index (market portfolio). The analysis 

resulted in a significantly higher performance of socially responsible stocks during 

both crisis and post-crisis periods. These two highly risky, socially responsible stocks 

outperformed the market portfolio and general portfolio in terms of return, coefficient 

of variation, and other risk-return measures. This shows that investors can earn better 

returns by investing in socially responsible portfolios by limiting the diversification of 

portfolios. The authors believed that the increased awareness of SRI by the Indian 

market made the significant and positive performance of socially responsible stocks 

during the crisis period. 

Chelawat and Trivedi (2016) posited that the ESG performance of 

companies can have a favourable impact on their financial performance. The authors 

investigated the influence of corporate ESG performance on the corporate financial 

performance of companies in India. The results of ROCE and Tobins Q confirm that 

strong ESG performance improves the financial performance of companies in India. 

The authors suggested mandatory ESG reporting of all companies in India, and there 

should be uniformity in sustainability reporting and disclosures. These may improve 

financial return and the long-term viability of companies.  

Malla (2017) noted that although socially responsible investment in India is 

still in its early stages, it is growing and is expected to gain momentum in the coming 

years. Governments, companies, and market players are among the stakeholders 

aiming to incorporate ESG factors into their primary investment plans. According to 

this study, between October 31, 2014, and October 31, 2017, the S&P BSE indexes 

showed a consistent increase. 
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A study by Chakrabarty et al. (2017) compared the risk-return characteristics 

of exchange-traded funds (ETFs) that contain CSR equities to those of the market and 

found that CSR-focused ETFs outperformed their market indexes, suggesting that 

individual investors can achieve comparable returns through investment in these 

ETFs. However, they may not provide shelter during economic downturns. 

Dalal and Thaker (2019) attempted to evaluate the effect of ESG factors on 

the performance of companies. The authors conducted a panel study of sixty-five 

Indian companies listed on the NSE 100 ESG index. The results of analysis by using 

regression analysis, Tobin’s Q, and other profitability-based measures suggested the 

better financial performance of these firms. They opined that ESG performance 

positively influences firms’ financial return.  

Banu et al. (2021) stated that the SBI Magnum Equity Mutual Fund assures 

long-term capital returns to investors. The authors attempted to determine how SBI 

Magnum Mutual Fund schemes have grown in relation to the industry benchmark 

indices, namely, the Nifty 100 ESG index. The findings postulate a significant 

association between the SBI Magnum Mutual Funds indices and its benchmark 

indices.   

Jasuja et al. (2021) made a comparative performance analysis of social 

responsibility-themed indices with the market index. The analysis was made for the 

period from 1st April 2012 to 31St March 2020 and the National Stock Exchange-

based social responsibility indices such as the Nifty100 ESG index and Nifty100 ESG 

Enhanced index compared with Nifty50. The results of the TGARCH model 

suggested that the social responsibility-themed indices showed a better performance 

than the market index. Thus, no significant difference is found in the performance of 

social responsibility-themed indices and the market index.  

Akhileshwari et al. (2021) conducted a study on various ESG-themed mutual 

funds in India, and the authors also forecasted the NAV of these ESG-themed mutual 

funds using ARIMA. It is concluded that ESG mutual funds yielded a 28.1% overall 

average growth rate as of the 1st of September 2021 and a 51.4 % average predicted 

growth rate for the next year.  
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Jain and Mehrotra (2021) made a comparative performance analysis of the 

Nifty100 ESG Index and Nifty100 Enhanced ESG Index with Nifty 50 from 3rd 

January 2011 to 31st December 2020. The performance is analysed with the help of 

descriptive statistics and ARCH and GARCH models. The authors found that ESG-

themed indices performed at par with the Nifty 50 index, and volatility was also the 

same for these indices. 

Sharma (2022) conducted an empirical study on the performance of BSE 

Greenex during the pre and post-COVID-19 period. The analysis based on the daily 

closing prices data of BSE Greenex revealed that BSE Greenex outperformed during 

post COVID-19 period compared to pre COVID-19 period. The author argues that the 

Covid-19 pandemic led to the integration of sustainability into business practices.  

Sood et al. (2022) compared high and low ESG portfolios using different risk-

adjusted performance measures such as the Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio and Jensen’s 

alpha. It was found that BSE CARBONEX, BSE GREENEX, and BSE 500 resulted 

in superior performance before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. The risk of these 

portfolios also increased during these periods.  

Dhasmana et al. (2023) explored the relationship between investors’ 

sentiments and the performance of ESG stocks in India by using a sentiment index. 

The ESG performance of companies in India was measured using the Nifty 100 ESG 

index and MSCI India ESG Leaders index. The authors found a co-integration 

between investors’ sentiments and the performance of ESG stocks; a better 

performance of ESG indices weakens the investors’ sentiments and vice versa. They 

also found a lack of interest on the part of the investors in the ESG policies and 

initiatives of Indian companies.  

Kiran and Tadoori (n.d.) conducted a study to evaluate the performance of 

Tata ethical funds. For this, the authors selected four ethical investment-themed Tata 

funds. According to the analysis using risk-adjusted criteria, Tata’s ethical funds 

achieved returns comparable to market returns. It is also found that the Tata Ethical 

Dividend Fund outperformed comparable market plans in terms of performance and 

has a reduced level of systematic risk. 
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Daga et al. (n.d.) have done a comparative study on Indian ESG indices and 

conventional indices. The study was conducted for four years and used Welch’s two-

sample T-test, F-test and risk-adjusted measure of Sharpe ratio. The T-test indicated 

no significant difference between the mean returns of ESG-based indices and their 

conventional counterparts, and the F-test indicated no significant difference in return 

volatility between ESG-based indices and their conventional counterparts. The result 

of the Sharpe ratio indicated a better return of ESG-themed indices compared to the 

market index of Sensex and Nifty.  

2.4. Awareness and Perception towards SRI 

Rosen et al. (1991) conducted a postal survey of 4,000 investors in two 

mutual funds that used social screens while making investment decisions. The study 

found that younger investors and those with higher levels of education were more 

attracted to SRI investments. Even though the respondents respected socially 

conscious business practices, they hesitated to sacrifice financial gain to achieve it. 

According to the findings, female investors were more likely to invest in SRI funds 

than male investors. 

A survey by Haigh (2008) found that respondents are interested in social 

funds and put much effort into researching and monitoring social and environmental 

issues. They expressed dissatisfaction with the lack of attention given to these issues 

by fund managers and financial advisors, and the respondents also stressed the need 

for proper planning and management of socially responsible mutual funds. 

Owen and Qian (2008) created a model to understand the characteristics and 

motivations of socially conscious investors. They found that non-financial factors and 

demographic traits heavily influenced investors’ choice of SRI. 

A survey was conducted among 120 Polish institutional investors to examine the 

awareness level of CSR and the importance of ESG factors in investment decision-

making. The survey concluded that the majority of the investors believe that there is a 

positive relationship between CSR initiatives and financial performance. A high 

awareness rate is found in the relationship between CSR and corporate financial 

performance. The investors also believe that CSR initiatives can be used as a tool for 
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minimising risk (Investment Decisions and Corporate Social Responsibility 

Survey Report, 2011).  

Escrig-Olmedo et al. (2013) undertook a study among the Spanish public to 

examine their perception of socially responsible investing criteria and real-life 

investment needs. The study was based on a field survey. It can be concluded from the 

study that the majority of the socially responsible individual investors included highly 

educated, middle-aged women with middle and higher incomes. The educational and 

occupational variables are the most important while making investment decisions for 

Spanish investors. The study also revealed that the Spanish students were interested in 

socially responsible investment. The constraints for SRI in Spain were the lack of 

awareness, non-availability of suitable sustainable indices, and rating agencies. The 

authors suggest that the government should promote socially responsible investment.  

Murtaza et al. (2013) came out with a study to analyse the risk perception 

towards socially responsible investors in Muslim countries. The study identified that 

demographic factors influence the investment decisions of socially responsible 

investors in Muslim countries through the mediating variable risk perception. They 

also found that social factors, such as religion and family influence, directly influence 

socially responsible investors. 

Barom (2015) investigated how Islamic fund investors in Malaysia felt about 

integrating social responsibility concerns into their investment decisions. The author 

reported a favourable attitude and a positive perception of investors towards 

integrating social responsibility consideration into investment decisions. It is 

confirmed that both financial motives and normative motives influenced investors’ 

commitment to integrating social responsibility into investments along with socio-

demographic variables such as age, income, education, occupation, ethnicity, and 

organisation.  

Dorfleitner and Sebastian (2014) studied the motivations of German-

speaking investors who choose to invest socially responsibly. They found that higher 

education levels and gender influenced the interest in SRI, and respondents with 

significant investment volumes were more likely to invest in companies that upheld 

ethical standards. 
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According to a study by De Zwaan et al. (2015), most members of 

superannuation funds are unaware of the environmental, social, and governance 

(ESG) strategies used by their funds. Despite being interested in ESG investment and 

superannuation, these members have little knowledge about the ESG approach used 

by their fund and do not believe it carries any monetary costs.  

Marti (2015) looked at how investors respond to the ethical screening of 

pension fund managers. The study found that investors prefer traditional or solidarity 

pension plans over ethical pension schemes. Due to a lack of knowledge, investors 

invest less in ethical pension plans than in standard and solidarity pension funds. The 

author suggested that management organisations should make their CSR investments 

more transparent to persuade investors to invest in morally sound products. 

Dorfleitner and Nguyen (2016) conducted a global study on the best 

percentage of private investments that should be allocated to SRI. They found that 

investors who invest more often are typically content, with a lower proportion of their 

portfolio allocated to SRI. In comparison, women and younger people tend to seek out 

a greater proportion of sustainable investments. 

Apostolakis et al. (2016) looked at the perspectives of pension beneficiaries 

and fund managers toward responsible investing. They found that members were 

more supportive of responsible investment than management and that different ideas 

and concerns about retirement-related issues drive the differing attitudes towards 

responsible investing. 

Wiesel et al. (2016) examined how social preferences may explain 

engagement in socially responsible investing (SRI) through three indicators: interest 

in SRI, history of SRI, and the current percentage invested in SRI. Using an online 

survey of US investors, the authors found that those with stronger social preferences 

had a greater interest in SRI, according to an online survey of US investors. 

Additionally, no correlation was found between social preferences and the percentage 

of overall portfolios invested in SRI. The differing views and concerns about 

retirement were found to drive the varying attitudes and preferences of pension fund 

members and beneficiaries toward responsible investing. 
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Dilla et al. (2016) surveyed non-professional investors online. They found that 

female investors are more likely to use SRI screening tools than more experienced 

investors or those with finance or accounting degrees. 

Reka (2017) studied the perception of retail investors in Chennai towards 

socially responsible investment. The research revealed that low return anxiety and a 

lack of SRI awareness discourage retail investors from SRI. According to the findings 

of the hypothesis test, the respondent’s age and gender had no bearing on their choice 

to invest in SRI. 

Sinha et al. (2020) evaluated the role of investment bankers in influencing the 

integration of ESG factors into an investment; for this, they conducted a comparative 

study of India with European countries. The authors employed an exploratory case 

study research design for collecting data on the perception of investment bankers. 

Investment bankers believe that ESG factors can be integrated into traditional 

financial analysis. A comparison of the Indian economy with European counterparts 

found that the number of ESG-based investment alternatives is less for the Indian 

financial market, and the SRI strategies used by Indian institutional investors are 

limited to negative screening. In contrast, investors in European countries employ a 

wide range of strategies in incorporating ESG parameters into investment. The 

European financial market encourages sustainable investment for reducing ESG risks. 

However, in India, ESG factors are incorporated to increase the reputation of firms, 

and compared to India, sustainable investment, green banks, and ethical funds develop 

expeditiously in European countries. They even use these ESG factors as a hedging 

tool.  

Nagpal and Chadha (2021) presented the awareness level of investors in 

India towards SRI-profiled mutual funds and their perception of SRI mutual funds’ 

return and risk characteristics. According to the data, young, highly educated 

investors in the middle-income bracket strongly prefer SRI mutual funds. 

Additionally, it was found that investors believe ethical funds to be riskier and more 

profitable than conventional funds and possibly provide adequate returns.  
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Singhal (2021) researched the awareness, perception, and attitude of 

millennials and early Gen-Z groups in India regarding ESG investment and the factors 

influencing ESG investment. He observed that even though this group of respondents 

had limited knowledge of ESG investment and most were unfamiliar with this 

concept, they still liked allocating a percentage of their investment to ESG 

parameters. Climate change, carbon emission, environmental exploitation, and other 

related issues have attracted investors to ESG investing. 

Chhetri and Sharma (2022) investigated the awareness and perception of 

investors in Sikkim about socially responsible investment. The study used a 

convenience sampling method to select 100 Sikkimese investors. The findings showed 

that while a sizeable majority of investors were aware of responsible investing, very 

few had invested in a financial product that was socially responsible. Moral 

considerations and financial gain were discovered to be the driving forces behind 

socially responsible investment, and lack of awareness is the main barrier to 

purchasing socially responsible financial instruments. The analysis also indicated that, 

in terms of perception, return on investment is the primary consideration when 

investing in SRI, followed by environmental concerns.  

In a study conducted by Jonwall et al. (2022), the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour was used to investigate Indian investors’ awareness of Socially 

Responsible Investment (SRI), their interest in sustainability-themed investments, the 

challenges they face when choosing socially responsible investments, and their 

perception of integrating Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) issues to 

investment. The study found that Indian investors have a positive attitude towards 

incorporating ESG issues in their investments, and they are interested in SRI avenues 

but lack awareness of SRI. Additionally, investors face challenges such as limited 

access to SRI information, lower returns, lack of liquidity, and no tax incentives. 

2.5. Socially Responsible Investment Behaviour 

Hofmann et al. (2005) conducted experimental research to understand the 

influence of ethical considerations on investment decisions using a questionnaire and 

a computer-simulated asset market. The study employed the theory of planned 

behaviour, multiple attribute utility theory, and issue-contingent model of ethical 
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decision-making in organisations, and the result showed the considerable effect of 

moral consideration in the investment decision-making of respondents. The paper has 

shown that attitude and subjective norms affect intention and thereby significantly 

influence ethical behaviour. 

Guyatt (2005) carried out case studies on three institutional investors in the 

UK to explore the challenges of ethical investing and found that behavioural barriers 

such as short-termism and a preference for rational decisions can hinder responsible 

investment.  

Nilsson (2008) undertook a research to explore the impact of social, 

environmental, and ethical factors (pro-social influence) on SRI behaviour among 

SRI-profiled mutual fund investors. The study also addressed the influence of socio-

demographic variables and the financial perception of SRI. The study infers that 

investors incorporate social, environmental, and ethical factors into investment 

decision-making along with profit. Among the demographic variables, education and 

gender had the greatest influence on SRI behaviour.  

Iyer and Kashap (2009) developed seven constructs to study individual 

attributes affecting socially responsible behaviour. The seven constructs include 

collectivism, materialism, religiosity, environmental attitude, risk tolerance, and social 

investing efficacy. Collectivism refers to the influence on the behaviour of individuals 

by the group they are a part of, materialism refers to the influence of material 

possessions, religiosity refers to the influence of religious belief on attitude and 

behaviour, an environmental attitude refers to concern for protecting the natural 

environment, risk tolerance consists of risk propensity and risk affinity and social 

investing efficacy refers to the individual investors’ belief that they can encourage 

corporate social performance. They shared their view that investors place greater 

emphasis on non-financial factors along with financial factors. A series of studies 

applied these constructs developed by Iyer and Kasyap in different contexts and found 

significant by different authors (Nair & Ladha, 2014; Vyas et al., 2020; Garg et al., 

2022; Thanki et al., 2022; Hanifa & Atmini, 2023) 
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A study by Talha et al. (2012) investigated the socially responsible 

investment behaviour of unit trust fund managers in Malaysia. The results of the TPB 

model suggested a positive and significant relationship between attitude and intention, 

but the variable attitude did not influence the SRI behaviour. A positive and 

significant influence of subjective norms on SRI behaviour is noted, and a significant 

but negative relationship between subjective norms and intention is also noted. 

However, the variable perceived behaviour controls neither influence the intention nor 

the SRI behaviour.  

Nair and Ladha (2014) researched the variables influencing the non-

economic goals of Indian investors. This study employed the scale developed by Iyer 

and Kashap (2009), and the results recommended that the non-economic goals of 

Indian investors are highly influenced by collectivism, risk tolerance, religiosity, and 

environmental attitude, but not by materialism. It was also found that social investing 

efficiency acts as a mediator between different investor behaviours and non-economic 

investment goals. 

Adam and Shauki (2014) investigated the SRI behaviour of Malaysian 

investors by employing the theory of planned behaviour by adding moral norms as an 

explanatory variable. Analysis was done on the relationship between intention and 

behaviour and the role of intention as a mediating factor on behaviour through 

attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and moral norms. The 

findings revealed that intention significantly influences behaviour and that focusing 

solely on intention may result in a more accurate prediction of the behaviour of 

Malaysian SRI investors. It was also shown that moral norms greatly impacted 

investors’ intentions and behaviour. The intention to invest in SRI was also influenced 

by attitude and subjective norms but not perceived behavioural control. 

Several studies have been made to examine the influence of gender on SRI. 

Talha et al. (2016) explored the behaviour of Malaysian institutional investors 

towards SRI and the influence of gender on socially responsible investment 

behaviour. By extending the theory of planned behaviour by adding the variables of 

moral intensity and caring ethical climate, they concluded that gender moderates SRI 

behaviour. For female fund managers, gender significantly moderates intention and 

personal factors, including attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural 
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control. For male fund managers, gender has a significant moderation effect between 

intention and organisational factors: intention and caring ethical climate. 

Jensen et al. (2016) attempted to understand the intention of Generation Y 

toward socially responsible investment by applying the theory of planned behaviour. 

The people born between 1981 to 1995 are known as Generation Y. The analysis 

depicted the positive relationship between Generation Y’s subjective norms, 

perceived behavioural control and perceived consumer effectiveness to invest in SRI, 

and Generation Y’s attitude and perceived risk did not present a significant relation to 

investing in SRI. The findings also show that Generation Y has a strong intention to 

invest in SRI, which raises the possibility that SRI may eventually account for a larger 

market share by Generation Y investors.  

Sultana et al. (2018) conducted a study to explore the influence of ESG issues 

on the investment decisions of individual investors in Bangladesh. The theory of 

planned behaviour, behavioural asset pricing model (BAPM), and goal setting theory 

(GST) served as the theoretical foundation for the study. The data was collected with 

the help of both an interview and a questionnaire survey. Analysis depicted that 

corporate governance issues have the greatest influence on investment decisions, and 

the investors in Bangladesh give equal importance to environmental and social issues. 

They give more emphasis on the creation of modern market prospects through 

technological advancement, proper waste management, eco-friendly products, 

reduction of carbon emission, safe working environment, the opportunity for career 

advancement of employees, quality work-life balance, equity and fairness to the 

employees, efficacious board of directors, disclosures and reporting, independent 

auditors and audit committee. It was also disclosed that ESG issues and investment 

decisions are significantly moderated by investment horizon.  

Ham et al. (2018) expanded the theory of planned behaviour by including the 

variable CSR in education and delved into the future managers’ intention to deploy 

CSR in their future companies. The survey was conducted among 253 business 

students. The authors concluded that attitude, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioural control significantly affect the intention to incorporate CSR in future 

business endeavours. It was also found that the additional independent variable, CSR 

in education, also contributed significantly to the intention.  
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The concept of integrating environmental aspects into financial analysis is 

known as green investment. Osman et al. (2019) conducted a study focused on 

motivating factors for Muslims to invest in green investments in Malaysia. The study 

employed the TPB model and extended the theory by incorporating the variables of 

knowledge, reputation, and religious values. The empirical results suggested a 

statistically significant and positive relationship between attitude, perceived behaviour 

control, reputation, knowledge, and religious values toward the behaviour to invest in 

green funds. However, it was discovered that subjective norms had no impact on 

behaviour. Additionally, it is noted that the variable religious values have the most 

significant impact on the behaviour of Muslims in Malaysia in investing in green 

funds.  

Khan and Alam (2019) assessed Indian retail investors’ decision-making 

behaviour related to SRI. Data were gathered from 409 respondents using a structured 

questionnaire, and they adopted the theory of planned behaviour propounded by Icek 

Ajzen to comprehend the SRI behaviour. The authors used moral norms and 

religiosity to study the SRI behaviour in addition to the variables attitude, subjective 

norms, perceived behavioural control, and intention. They concluded that all the 

studied variables had a statistically significant influence on Indian retail investors’ 

SRI behaviour. Attitude, subjective norms, and moral norms were the most significant 

influential factors on SRI behaviour.   

Socially responsible behaviours of investors are backed by their financial 

concerns and social, environmental, and ethical factors. Yew et al. (2019) empirically 

analysed the factors influencing the intention to invest in socially responsible 

investments. They employed the theory of planned behaviour to understand the 

motivating factors among Malaysian investors. The results of the study revealed that 

environmental concern, perceived consumer effectiveness, and attitude towards 

socially responsible investment are the motivating factors behind SRI among 

Malaysian investors. These factors had a significant relation with investors’ intention 

to invest in SRI. However, the authors opined that the perception of return was 

irrelevant in socially responsible investment. The results of the analysis of 

demographic variables suggested an insignificant relationship between gender, age, 
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and educational qualification with investors’ intention and a significant relationship 

between income and investors’ intention to invest in SRI. 

Another similar study carried out by Osman et al. (2020) on Gen-Y’s 

intention to invest in socially responsible investment in Malaysia. The authors used 

the extended theory of planned behaviour by adding the variables of socially 

responsible consumption and moral obligation. Based on the survey results, a 

significant relationship was found between all variables with intention to adopt SRI 

except subjective norms and intention to invest in SRI. 

To empirically investigate individual investors’ intention to invest in socially 

responsible investments in India, Raut et al. (2018) employed the theory of reasoned 

action. Four variables, including environmental concern, financial performance, 

financial literacy, and moral norms, were added to attitude and subjective norms to 

analyse the underlying intention to invest in SRI. The data collected from investors 

residing in Patna, Ranchi, and Kolkata resulted in a positive and significant 

relationship between attitude, subjective norms, financial performance, financial 

literacy, and financial performance on the intention to invest in SRI. However, there is 

no correlation between environmental concern and intention to invest in SRI. The 

study highlighted that, compared to other variables, financial performance had the 

most significant influence and coefficient on intention to invest in SRI.  

Bajrachrya and Samdani (2021) empirically examined the attitude of mutual 

fund investors in Nepal towards socially responsible investment in their paper. It is 

disclosed that there is no association between demographic variables, namely, age, 

gender, education and monthly income of the investors and their attitude towards 

SRI.  

Raut et al. (2021) extended the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) by 

incorporating four variables, such as financial literacy of the investors, financial 

return, environmental concern, and moral norms, to study the Indian retail investors’ 

intention towards socially responsible investment. The results of this study based on 

the two-step structural equation model suggested that intention toward SRI is 

significantly influenced by financial performance, financial literacy, attitude, 

subjective norms, and moral norms, except environmental concerns. 
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Babu and Giridhar (2021) carried out research to study the attitude of 

investors in Karnataka towards socially responsible investment. The authors found a 

significant relationship between the age of the respondents and their attitude towards 

SRI; no significant relationship is found between education, the monthly income of 

the respondents, and their attitude towards SRI. 

Mehwish et al. (2022) explored the influence of environmental, social, and 

governance (ESG) factors on the investment behaviour of individual investors in 

Pakistan. The sample was collected using the snowball sampling method, and the 

theory of planned behaviour was employed to assess the investment behaviour. The 

results from SEM analysis suggested the positive and significant influence of ESG 

factors on investment behaviour. Of the three factors, corporate governance had the 

highest impact on investors’ behaviour compared to environmental and social factors. 

This implies that investors pay attention to ESG information and value ESG 

parameters.  

The attitudes and intentions of retail investors in India towards SRI were 

examined by Garg et al. (2022). The authors discovered that biospheric values, SRI 

performance, and SRI biases had a strong positive influence on attitudes towards SRI 

by using Self-determination theory (SDT). Additionally, the intention towards SRI is 

significantly positively influenced by collectivism, biospheric values, SRI 

performance, SRI biases, and dependence on expert bias and attitude. The study also 

confirmed that attitudes and social efficacy had a mediating and moderating effect on 

the intention to invest in SRI.  

Thanki et al. (2022) identified the factors influencing Indian investors’ 

inclination to invest in socially responsible investments (SRI). By employing the 

Theory of Planned Behaviour, the authors concluded that attitudes towards SRI are 

positively influenced by factors including collectivism, environmental concern, 

financial performance, and SRI awareness. The analysis also indicated that attitude, 

perceived behavioural control and subjective norms positively influence Indian 

Investors’ intention to invest in SRI. 

Sood et al. (2023) conducted a study to find the most influential factor among 

environmental, social, and corporate governance factors that influence retail equity 
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investors in India. The study employed a fuzzy analytic hierarchy process. The 

authors concluded that among the ESG factors, corporate governance parameters were 

found to be the most influential factor that influences investment decisions of equity 

investors in India, followed by environmental factors. It was also found that the 

impact of social factors is very low on investment decisions. 

Gandhi and Rao (2023) investigated awareness, attitude and intention 

towards SRI among investors in Gandhidham City of Gujarat state. The study found 

that most investors knew about SRI and that their personal values impacted whether 

or not they intended to invest in securities with SRI profiles. The author also claims 

that there was no association between investors’ ages and attitudes towards SRI or 

between their jobs and views on social factors. 

Chalissery et al. (2023) conducted a bibliometric analysis of SRI based on 

thematic clustering. The analysis of 540 SRI-related publications from the Scopus 

database led the authors to some specific findings. The number of studies on SRI 

expanded significantly between 1991 and 2021. However, the majority of these 

studies were conducted in the US and the UK, while India only had a small number of 

studies. 

Jain and Singh (n.d.) conducted descriptive research to model the behaviour 

of Indian investors towards Responsible Investing (RI). Using the ISM modelling, the 

authors concluded that investors’ attitudes, code of conduct, and portfolio risk are the 

most influencing factors on behaviour towards RI. They also concluded that the 

financial return also plays an important role in making investment decisions, and 

investors with a positive attitude towards environmental values are more likely to 

invest in RI. 

In their paper, Sharma et al. (n.d.) observed the factors that influence the 

socially responsible behaviour of investors in India. The findings drawn from the 

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Decision Making Trial and Evaluation Laboratory 

(DEMATEL) technique revealed that collectivism, social investing efficacy and 

religiosity are the most influential factors in the socially responsible behaviour of 

Indian investors. The other factors include Materialism, Environment Attitude, Risk 

propensity, Risk Affinity and Non-economic goals.  
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2.6. Research Gap and Chapter Summary  

The present chapter summarises the earlier studies on several aspects of 

socially responsible investment. Studies on the performance of SRI from a global 

perspective and concerning the Indian economy, as well as on investor awareness and 

perception of SRI, attitude and intention towards SRI, and socially responsible 

investor behaviour, were reviewed and presented in detail. The review has shown that 

most studies concentrated on SRI performance and comparative performance analysis 

with traditional counterparts, and most of the studies were on developed countries. 

Globally, SRI is one of the most researched areas in finance, but in India, the number 

of studies on SRI is limited because of the infancy stage of the SRI market. However, 

the concept of socially responsible investing has gained popularity during the past 

decade among investors, companies, researchers, the academic community, and 

government. There are several studies conducted in India on investors’ awareness and 

perception of SRI, performance comparison on SRI, and conventional investment. 

There has been a surge of SRI-related publications in India since 2021. This 

highlights India’s growing interest in SRI. From the overall assessment of previous 

studies, it is found that no particular study on SRI has been carried out in Kerala. 

Therefore, the present study addresses this crucial gap in the present research 

environment.    
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1.  Introduction 

The previous chapter reviewed the relevant literature on socially responsible 

investment (SRI) and the variables and research gaps determined for the research. It is 

essential to include the definitions and concepts related to SRI to cover the topic 

under study comprehensively. This chapter presents a detailed conceptual and 

theoretical framework for SRI. The chapter travels from definitions of SRI, SRI 

development, various SRI concepts and dimensions, various SRI strategies, 

institutional framework for SRI to sustainability rating, indices and disclosures. 

3.2.  Socially Responsible Investment (SRI): Definitions 

The terms sustainable investing, ESG investment, socially responsible 

investment or sustainable and responsible investment are used interchangeably. 

Sustainable investing is considered a broad term, and all others, including socially 

responsible investment, ESG investment, and impact investment, are considered 

subcategories of sustainable investment (Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.). 

Following are some of the definitions of socially responsible investment.  

According to the UK Social Investment Forum: “Socially Responsible 

Investment (SRI) combines investors’ financial objectives with their concerns about 

social, environmental and ethical (SEE) issues”. 

European Social Investment Forum (Eurosif): “Socially Responsible 

Investment (SRI) combines investors’ financial objectives with their concerns about 

social, environmental, ethical (SEE) and corporate governance issues. SRI is an 

evolving movement, and even the terminology is still very much in the evolving 

phase. Some SRI investors refer only to the SEE risks, while others refer to ESG 

issues (Environmental, Social, and Governance). Eurosif believes both are relevant to 

SRI. SRI is based on a growing awareness among investors, companies and 
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governments about the impact that these risks may have on long-term issues ranging 

from sustainable development to long-term corporate performance.” 

Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI) defines responsible investment as 

“a strategy and practice to incorporate environmental, social and governance (ESG) 

factors in investment decisions and active ownership. It complements traditional 

financial analysis and portfolio construction techniques”. 

According to Global Sustainable Investment Review (2022), “Sustainable 

investment is an investment approach that considers environmental, social and 

governance (ESG) factors in portfolio selection and management”.  

3.3. Socially Responsible Investment (SRI): Concept 

The concept of SRI involves the integration of ESG factors into investment 

decisions. Environmental factors include the role and responsibility of businesses 

towards environmental protection and creating positive environmental impacts. Social 

factors include the role of business towards protecting social values and creating 

benefits for society. Corporate governance focuses on protecting and rewarding the 

shareholders and transparent management of the capital contributed by them. 

“Corporate governance is the system by which business corporations are directed and 

controlled” (OECD, 2016, as cited in Castrillón, 2021). The increased incidence of the 

collapse of large business organisations, bankruptcy and corporate scams made 

investors and all other stakeholders of business recognised the need for corporate 

governance (Castrillón, 2021). 

Socially responsible investment is both a strategy and a financial instrument. It 

is the strategy of identifying and investing in best-in-class companies or selecting 

companies based on their financial and corporate social performance. It is a financial 

instrument in which investors buy, hold, or sell securities of socially responsible 

companies (Louche, 2009).  

SRI considers hard and soft values; hard value refers to financial return from 

an investment and soft value refers to non-financial aspects of an investment. The 

non-financial aspects include positively impacting society or the environment 

(Revelli, 2015, as cited in Fritz, 2020). 
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Socially responsible investments are made with ethical ideology to protect 

some particular economic sectors and companies (Chamorro‐Mera & 

Palacios‐González, 2019). Socially responsible investment considers moral, ethical, 

religious and non-financial aspects of money management (Pitluck, 2008). It is an 

investment strategy of excluding sin companies from the investment portfolio or 

including good companies with good corporate governance, environmental policies, 

better working conditions for employees and creating benefits to society. 

3.4.  Evolution of Socially Responsible Investment 

SRI has a history spanning over two centuries. In the beginning stage, SRI was 

conceived as a niche market for religious groups. They avoided investing in certain 

companies on religious grounds (Chowdhary & Masih, 2015). At that time, the term 

ethical investment was used to denote the concept of socially responsible investment. 

Ethical investment involves using ethical and social criteria in the investment 

analysis, selection and management (Sparkes, 2002). The concept of ethical 

investment started in the early 1500s when various religions, Christianity, Judaism 

and Islam, started to avoid investment in sin stocks, such as alcohol, tobacco, and 

gambling, as a part of their religious values and beliefs. John Wesley was one of the 

notable religious leaders who discouraged parishioners from investing in sin 

industries. He laid the foundation for the idea of SRI.  

The first fund which enabled investors to exclude investments in sin stocks 

was introduced in 1928, known as the Pioneer Fund (Sinha & Datta, 2019). The 

Church of England, the Society of Friends, and the Quakers were some of the earliest 

notable ethical investors in the UK. The first of these began in 1948 and involved 

selecting and managing portfolios based on ethical criteria. This method of portfolio 

selection based on ethical screening was known as the simple avoidance approach. It 

involved excluding investment in alcohol, tobacco, defence and gambling (Sparkes, 

2002). Later, the first book on corporate social responsibility (CSR), titled ‘Social 

Responsibilities of the Businessman’, was published by Howard R. Bowen in 1953.  
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The political factors also influenced the growth of SRI. In the 1960s, gender 

discrimination and discrimination of minorities influenced investors to support SRI 

(Schueth, 2003, as cited in Camilleri, 2017). In 1977, Reverend Leon Sullivan 

advocated six principles known as the Sullivan Principles for the companies in South 

Africa, which aimed to abolish racial and gender discrimination, equal and fair 

treatment of employees and to ensure economic, social and political justice in 

companies. The Sullivan Principles encouraged retail and institutional investors in the 

US to divest from irresponsible companies (Camilleri, 2017). 

The environmental threats imposed by companies like Chernobyl, Bhopal and 

Exxon Valdez also encouraged investors to look into environmental aspects of 

investment (Pienitz & Vincent, 2000, as cited in Camilleri, 2017). 

From the 1990s onwards, the UNPRI focused more on the sustainable 

development aspect of SRI. The first SRI mutual fund was introduced in 1990, the 

Domini 400 Social Index (DSI), by KLD’s Amy Domini in the US equity market. In 

1999, the Dow Jones Sustainability Index was launched. The first Corporate 

Governance Code published in the UK in 1998 enhanced the governance disclosures 

of SRI. 

The socially responsible investment sector experienced consistent growth from 

2004 onwards. In 2005, Ivo Knoepfel introduced the term “ESG” in his paper titled 

‘Who Cares Win’. Later, in 2006, the United Nations Principles of Responsible 

Investment (UNPRI) introduced six principles for voluntarily including ESG factors 

in investment by investors. This was a significant milestone in the mainstreaming of 

SRI. Socially responsible investment increased in popularity and broader acceptance 

after the introduction of Principles for Responsible Investment by the United Nations 

in 2006. These principles established the guidelines for voluntarily adopting ESG 

factors to investment. UNPRI focuses more on including ESG factors in investment 

than excluding companies based on weak ESG performance.  

One of the key factors contributing to the growing importance of SRI is the 

increased consequences companies face due to poor corporate governance and lack of 

environmental and social commitments. The global financial crisis in 2007-2008 also 

fuelled the growth of SRI (Sarangi, 2021).  
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The Sustainable Development Goals of the United Nations, introduced in 

2015, also impacted the growth of SRI globally. In 2017, to reduce the effect of 

climate risk caused by companies, reduce the emission of greenhouse gases and attain 

net-zero emissions, investors initiated the launch of Climate Action 100+ (CA100+) 

(Douma et al., 2017).  

SRI changed from its niche stage to a mainstream investment segment. 

Initially, it was an investment approach practised by a small number of retail investors 

on ethical or religious grounds. It has become a worldwide phenomenon with large 

institutional investors as the major players (Sparkes & Cowton, 2004). 

The increased consequence of environmental issues and climate change are 

also reasons behind the growth of SRI. The COVID-19 pandemic and other natural 

calamities resulted in systematic risks to companies. The COVID-19 pandemic 

encouraged both developed and developing countries to focus more on SRI and 

thereby help to minimise risk and maximise return (Sinha & Juneja, 2022). 

Now, SRI is a well-established financial segment globally. As per the latest 

report of UNPRI, the UNPRI has 5319 signatories and 725 asset owners and has 

US$121.3 trillion in assets under management of socially responsible investment 

(Principles of Responsible Investment, n.d.). 

3.5. Motivations behind SRI 

There are numerous motivations and actions behind the SRI movement. The 

underlying motives behind socially responsible corporate behaviour can be grouped 

into three major theories: instrumental theories, relational theories, and ethical 

theories. These three motivations co-exist in varying degrees and do not conflict (Jun, 

2018). The motivation behind SRI is different for different shareholders; some may be 

motivated by the risk-return characteristics of SRI, and others may be interested in the 

social responsibility aspects of SRI with return (Camilleri, 2017). 

3.5.1. Instrumental Theories 

These theories emphasize the economic aspects of SRI and consider SRI as a 

tool for wealth creation. This theory is applicable at the corporate level and is solely 
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driven by investing firms or corporates to enhance their international competitiveness. 

The two primary motives behind SRIs are financial and non-financial return; thus, the 

first part of SRI deals with its financial aspects.  

3.5.2. Relational Theories 

These theories deal with social aspects that sustain harmonious relationships 

with various societal stakeholders. It incorporates the social needs of SRI to promote 

social cohesion and reduce social exclusion.  

3.5.3. Ethical Theories 

These theories deal with the ethical relationship between business and society. 

SRI is deeply rooted in specific moral and ethical standards, and SRI’s motivations 

are moral. These can be applied at individual, corporate, and governmental levels. 

Based on ethical aspects, investors may include ethically behaving corporates and 

exclude corporates from portfolios based on unethical behaviour.  

3.6. SRI Strategies and Practices  

The implementation of socially responsible investing (SRI) takes place 

through various SRI strategies, practices, techniques, or approaches. These techniques 

can be used individually or combined to integrate ESG issues into existing investment 

strategies. There is no uniform standard or theory to assess the risk-return 

characteristics of socially responsible investments. Asset managers and investors use 

different screening techniques for portfolio analysis and selection. Vandekerckhove 

and Leys (2007) described three models of SRI: exclusion or inclusion, best-in-class, 

and shareholder engagement. Global Sustainable Investment Review (2022) identified 

seven core strategies or approaches to socially responsible investment; they are 

discussed below:  

3.6.1. ESG integration/ ESG incorporation  

The process of integrating environmental, social and corporate governance 

factors into the construction and management of investment portfolios is known as 

ESG incorporation. It involves the incorporation of ESG parameters in financial 

analysis. Usually, screening, integration and thematic investment are the three popular 
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approaches used in the ESG integration process. It is the systematic integration of 

ESG factors into the entire portfolio selection and management. The companies are 

included in the portfolio after considering ESG risks and opportunities (Narayanan & 

Sirigauri, n.d.).  

The ESG integration enables investors and asset managers to support 

traditional financial analysis by including ESG parameters (Eurosif, 2018). It helps 

identify ESG risks and opportunities of a particular sector, industry or company. 

ESG integration helps mitigate long-term and short-term business risks and generate 

returns (Sinha & Juneja, 2022). 

 3.6.2. Corporate engagement & shareholder action/ Shareholder      activism 

Active ownership or Stewardship refers to the promotion of more socially 

conscious companies by the investors through engagement and proxy voting. It is the 

strategies existing investors use to ensure more sustainable business practices. The 

aim of stewardship is good corporate governance for the betterment of shareholders 

(Wagstaff & Belsom, n.d.). Active ownership or stewardship is a strategy to 

encourage corporate behaviour on ESG performance. Through stewardship, investors 

can influence the companies they have already invested in to encourage sustainable 

business practices. Engagement and proxy voting are the two main strategies used 

under stewardship. 

The influence of shareholders on policy and decisions of companies is known 

as shareholder democracy (Parkinson, 1993, as cited in Bruin, 2013). Shareholder 

activism represents a method of shareholder democracy and is considered an extreme 

form of shareholder democracy. 

The terms shareholder activism, shareholder advocacy and shareholder 

engagement are used interchangeably. Shareholder activism is a strategy for socially 

responsible investment. It is the investors’ engagement with the management on non-

financial issues to influence corporate behaviour. It is a widely used investing strategy 

by large-scale institutional investors such as insurance companies, pension funds and 

mutual funds. It helps to improve corporate social performance (Vandekerckhove & 

Leys, 2007). The two types of engagement are shareholder engagement (engagement 
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between the company and shareholders) and stakeholder engagement (engagement 

between the company and other stakeholders). Shareholders influence corporates 

through special resolutions in the annual general meeting. Investors influence 

corporate behaviour by directly addressing ethical concerns to the management, which 

is known as soft engagement.   

Investors can use the ‘voice strategy’ to communicate their suggestions and 

ideas with the company and influence corporate behaviour. Investors can also use the 

‘exiting’ engagement method: take back their investment from the company. 

Shareholder engagement is an interactive process to motivate corporate social 

performance (Gossling & Buiter, 2017).  

Engagement comes under active ownership and is the direct communication 

between any investor or group of investors with the company in ESG matters. It 

encourages companies to improve ESG disclosures and reporting (Wagstaff & 

Belsom, n.d.).  Shareholder advocacy has expanded and advanced as more 

institutional investors are attracted. It is derived from the social responsibility of 

shareholders. Shareholder activism is the direct interaction between shareholders and 

management to change corporate social behaviour, encouraging firms to be actively 

involved in environmental and social issues. Thus, it is a form of social movement 

activism. It aims to benefit shareholders and other stakeholders (Camilleri, 2017). 

Shareholder activism can be implemented through proxy voting, filing 

shareholder proposals and communicating with the board of directors, resolutions at 

the company’s annual meetings or executives, letters, divestment and proxy voting. 

3.6.2.a. Divestment 

Divestment as a strategy of SRI refers to divestment from sin stocks and 

channelizes the capital flows to environmentally friendly projects. For instance, it 

involves divestment from fossil fuel-related sectors, such as the coal and oil industries 

(Eurosif, 2018). 
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3.6.2.b. Proxy voting 

It is using voting rights to express an opinion on ESG issues formally. Under 

proxy voting, investors vote their consent or dissent for resolution on ESG-related 

issues (Principles of Responsible Investment, n.d.).  

3.6.3. Norms-based screening 

Screening is the process of including or excluding the stocks of certain 

companies based on social, environmental, or corporate governance parameters. 

Companies are included or excluded from the portfolio based on investors’ values, 

ethics, and preferences. SRI screening is a subjective approach. The two motives of 

SRI screening are value-driven and profit-seeking (Derwall et al., 2010).  

Negative screening and positive screening are the most common methods of 

screening, and these two methods can be connected to the carrot-and-stick approach. 

In negative screening, the stick approach is used; investors punish socially 

irresponsible companies by excluding them from the portfolio or selling the stocks of 

those companies that harm society and the environment or are against sustainability. 

In positive screening, the Carrot approach is adopted, rewarding those socially 

sustainable firms by buying their stocks and including them in the portfolio (Shah, 

2018).  

The norm-based screening comes under negative screening, in which 

companies or industries breaching generally accepted norms (recommended by the 

UN, OECD, ILO, and NGOs) are excluded from the portfolio. Norm-based screening 

also screens companies according to UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

norms. The themes include human rights, labour standards and protecting employees, 

consumers and the environment. This norm-based screening strategy can be used 

individually or along with other strategies of SRI. This strategy is less commonly 

favoured these days. Socially conscious investors are in search of more advanced 

screening techniques and strategies; thereby, the popularity of norm-based screening 

has been waning recently (Eurosif, 2018). 
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3.6.4. Negative/exclusionary screening 

The negative screening comes under the avoidance strategy of SRI. This is the 

most practical and popular screening method, in which the company/companies or 

industry/industries are excluded from the portfolio based on some social, ethical or 

environmental screens. For example, avoiding investment in sin stocks, companies 

producing alcohol, tobacco and war equipment or are engaged in corruption or 

controversies. Negative screening is the oldest form of screening. The history of 

negative screening is rooted in the Anglo-Saxon period, in which Quakers avoided 

making investments in sin stocks. Under negative screening, companies that do not 

adhere to the established ESG criteria are excluded from the portfolio. It is an 

avoidance strategy. The Tobacco Free Portfolios initiative is an example of negative 

screening introduced by Dr Bronwyn King in 2010 to attain a tobacco-free investment 

portfolio worldwide (Eurosif, 2018).   

It is the more straightforward method of SRI screening. Negative screening is 

also known as exclusionary screening. Negative screening can be implemented based 

on product or firm wise. Product-wise screening involves the exclusion of investment 

in tobacco, alcohol, weapons, uranium, pornography, gambling and other sinful 

products. Firm-wise screening involves excluding companies from the portfolio for 

violating human rights, child labour, employee discrimination, environmental 

pollution and unethical corporate behaviour. Negative screening or exclusionary 

approach is the most widely used SRI screening strategy (Berry & Junkus, 2013). 

Negative screening is a ‘never if’ strategy (Michelson et al., 2004). 

The drawback of negative screening is that the complete exclusion of a 

particular industry or product may negatively affect the economy, and the people 

working in that industry may lose their jobs (Camilleri, 2017). 

3.6.5. Positive screening/Best-in-class 

It is an inclusionary screening approach and involves a complicated process of 

finding and selecting socially responsible companies. In this approach, investors 

assign points to socially responsible companies and help attain the investors’ financial 

and non-financial objectives (Schueth, 2003, as cited in Camilleri, 2017). In positive 

screening, investors reward socially responsible firms by including them in their 
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portfolios. Negative screening limits the scope for diversification, whereas positive 

screening improves the scope for diversification. It provides investors a broad 

opportunity set of companies committed to environmental and social issues. Positive 

screening involves companies with sound environment management systems, waste 

management, energy efficiency, renewable energy sources, pollution-free operations, 

education and health care (Roca et al., 2010). Positive screening is an ‘only if’ 

strategy (Michelson et al., 2004). Positive screening is considered the core strategy of 

SRI (Sinha & Datta, 2019). Positive screening is associated with the support strategy 

of SRI, which is aimed at investing in those companies which show socially 

responsible corporate behaviour. Companies engaged in the production of eco-

friendly products, climate protection, good stakeholder relations and good CSR 

practices are included in the portfolio. 

3.6.5.a. Best-in-class (BIC) 

The best-in-class screening is the more inclusive strategy of SRI, including the 

best environmental and social performers (Roca et al., 2010). The Earth Summit in 

Rio de Janeiro in 1992 made best-in-class screening more popular (Sinha & Datta, 

2019). Best-in-class is a form of positive screening in which the best-performing 

companies are selected based on specific non-financial parameters like better ESG 

performance or ESG scores. It comes under the comparative strategy of SRI, in which 

companies are benchmarked based on their performance and selected as the leading 

ones (Louche, 2009). BIC screening enables investors to choose companies which 

perform better in terms of both financial performance and ESG parameters (Eurosif, 

2018) 

3.6.6. Sustainability-themed/Thematic investing 

Sustainability-themed or thematic investing involves investment based on a 

particular theme or asset class that contributes towards sustainable growth. It 

promotes investments in sustainable agriculture, eco-friendly constructions and 

pollution-free projects. ESG thematic focus concentrates on a single theme under ESG 

parameters. That is, the companies’ overall ESG scores or performances are not 

considered and rely on any aspects of ESG like carbon emission or carbon footprint 

(Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.).   
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It enables investors and asset managers to invest in particular sustainable 

development themes like renewable energy, climate change, waste and water 

management, sustainable construction and transportation. It is also aligned with the 

themes of SDGs (Eurosif, 2018).  

3.6.7. Impact Investing and Community Investing  

Impact investment is one of the rapidly growing marketing segments. It aims 

at both financial return and positive social or environmental impact. It is the 

incorporation of philanthropic objectives to economic return. Impact investors may be 

institutional investors, retail investors, groups of investors, or venture capital funds; 

they invest in businesses that create financial and social benefits (Roundy et al., 

2017). Impact investment is also known as positive impact investment. Impact 

investment is developed from the venture capital community. It aims at both financial 

return and social or environmental impact. Impact investment is a product of 

interaction between four stakeholders: asset owners, asset managers, demand side 

stakeholders and service providers. The impact investment may made by companies 

by mobilising public or private capital, high net worth individuals, investment banks, 

organisations, foundations, pension funds, endowments and development financial 

institutions. Global Impact Investing Network (GIIN), Global Impact Investing Rating 

System (GIIRS) and IRIS (ESG metric) help ensure the effectiveness of impact 

investing (Camilleri, 2017). Impact investing can support philanthropic objectives 

(Höckstädter & Sheck, 2015, as cited in Fritz, 2020). 

The impact investment involves investment in micro-finance, health care, 

education, food and agriculture, clean and renewable energy, community 

development, consumer goods, industrial development, technological development 

and transportation.  

The impact investing may also result in tangible outcomes in food and shelter, 

environmental well-being, satisfaction of basic needs, housing facilities for the poor, 

financial assistance and other services (Jackson, 2013, as cited in Camilleri, 2017).   

Impact investment involves investment in projects to bring some change to society or 

the environment (Caplan et al., 2013).  
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The government of India introduced the Impact Investors Council (IIC) to 

promote impact investing in India. According to Section 8, 80G, 12AA of the 

Companies Act 2013, it is a non-profit organisation. It encourages social benefit and 

welfare by channelling private capital to impact investing.  

The impact investment may produce measurable positive outcomes for 

society, the environment and the financial return (Easton & Pinder, 2018). The three 

essential characteristics of impact investing are the intention of investors to make 

some impact on the society or environment, additional social or environmental impact 

over financial gain and transparency of financial, social and environmental 

performance (Eurosif, 2018). According to the report of Eurosif (2018), the US $114 

billion is employed in impact investment.  

3.6.7.a. Community Investing  

Community investing involves uplifting communities by directly lending 

money to underprivileged communities. Community investing can be done as a part of 

impact investing, but it is a broader concept than impact investing. Community 

investment is one of the most rapidly expanding investment segments. It involves 

investment in social capital for the sake of people experiencing poverty in the form of 

infrastructure development, availability of resources and financial assistance (Mansuri 

& Rao, 2004, as cited in Camilleri, 2017).  

Community investments provide financial assistance to low-income groups 

through modern credit channels. Community investment is supported by Community 

Development Financial Institutions (CDFI), Community Development Banks (CDBs), 

NGOs, charitable foundations, philanthropic organisations, business organisations, 

trusts, credit unions and microfinance. 

3.7. Types of Socially Responsible Investments 

The social responsibility theme is extended to asset classes like listed equity, 

private equity, microfinance, mutual funds, fixed-income funds, bonds, commodities, 

exchange-traded funds, hedge funds and real estate. The methodology used by these 

asset classes for incorporating sustainability and the degree of sustainability differs for 

different funds. Listed equity and fixed-income funds are the most used asset classes 
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for incorporating sustainability (Morgan Stanley, 2018, as cited in Sinha & Datta, 

2019). For global investors, the most preferred form of ESG asset class is equities and 

the second most preferred is ESG-themed bonds, but in the year 2021 onwards, more 

global investors were attracted to alternative ESG-based investment opportunities, 

which include commodities, real estate and exchange-traded funds (ESG Global Study 

2022).  

3.7.1. Social Responsibility Linked Equity Investment 

Social responsibility-linked equity investment has experienced a surge in 

growth in recent years. According to UN Principles for Responsible Investment, the 

strategies for including ESG factors in equity investment are fundamental analysis and 

smart beta strategies. In fundamental analysis, the economy fundamentals, industry 

and company analysis are made using a qualitative approach, and statistical 

techniques and mathematical models are used in quantitative analysis. Smart beta 

strategies are contemporary methods for incorporation of ESG parameters into 

investment. It uses passive and active investment strategies to construct ESG-themed 

portfolios, resulting in maximum return with minimum risk (Sinha & Datta, 2019). 

3.7.2. Social Responsibility Linked Bonds 

Green bonds are a social responsibility bond. It is also referred to as climate 

bonds. These are fixed-income bonds that may positively impact the climate or 

environment. The objective of green bonds is to produce benefits to the climate or 

result in eco-friendly projects. The European Investment Bank issued its first green 

bond in 2007 and was listed on the Luxembourg Stock Exchange (Sinha & Datta, 

2019). World Bank is the primary issuer of green bonds. Investors can achieve their 

social responsibility objective by investing in green bonds. World Bank support 

sustainable development through sustainable development bonds. The central social 

themes of sustainable development bonds include health care, education, nutrition, 

food security, social security, financial assistance, housing facilities, training and 

employment and technical and advisory services. The central themes of green 

initiatives of sustainable development bonds include environmental-friendly 

agricultural development, better water management, protection of bio-diversity, 

effective management of natural resources, environment and climate risk 
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management, and all other initiatives for environment protection and reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions (World Bank Impact Report, 2020). According to the report 

of the WFE Annual Sustainability Survey (2019), the green bond issuance of the 

World Bank attained US$13 billion in 2018. 

Green bonds provide investors and bond issuers opportunities to create positive 

outcomes for society, environment or climate change. Green bonds also encourage the 

attainment of SDGs and projects under the Paris Agreement commitments. The 

European Investment Bank issued the first AAA-rated green bond in 2007 (Eurosif, 

2018).  

3.7.3. Private Equity 

Private equity investment involves investment of equity capital in private 

companies. In private equity investment, the investment managers are commonly 

referred to as general partners (GPs). It involves a capital commitment for an 

extended period and follows a stewardship approach.  

These characteristics of private equity investment created a tremendous scope 

for integrating ESG factors into private equity investment. Recent reports reveal that 

the general partners actively identify and integrate ESG risks and opportunities to 

private equity (Douma et al., 2017). 

3.7.4. Hedge Funds 

Hedge funds mobilise funds from investors and maximise the return for 

investors by minimising risks using hedging strategies. Hedge funds have recently 

begun incorporating ESG parameters by employing different strategies, including 

negative screening, shareholder activism, ESG due diligence and impact investing. As 

per the report of UN PRI, hedge fund investors show increasing interest in ESG 

integration to investment (Sinha & Datta, 2019).  

3.7.5. Mutual Funds and Exchange-traded Funds (ETFs) 

There are numerous mutual funds, and ETFs follow ESG standards. SRI 

mutual funds are those mutual funds that construct portfolios based on environmental, 

social, and corporate governance parameters (Sorrosal-Forradellas et al., 2023) 
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In the case of socially responsible mutual funds, the financial performance 

may decline due to less scope for diversification. As the number of social screens 

increases, the financial performance decreases. The return can be enhanced by using 

more sophisticated methods of social screens and better-managed funds to portfolio 

Barnett & Salomon (2006). 

3.7.6. Community Investments 

Investing money directly in projects for the benefit of the community is known 

as community investment. It is considered as a subset of SRI. Community 

development financial institutions directly lend loans for community development, 

poverty alleviation, education of the poor, construction of houses for the poor, and 

other community services (Sun et al., 2011). 

3.7.7. Social Impact Bonds 

Social impact bonds (SIB), alternately termed payment-by-results, are 

innovative financial instruments for social welfare, aiding in achieving SDGs. 

Peterborough Prison in the UK issued the social impact bond for the first time in 

2010. It aims to create social outcomes by coordinating government, investment 

community, intermediaries, service providers and service users. Social impact bonds 

encourage public spending to find solutions to social problems. Every SIB addresses 

one particular social issue (Eurosif, 2018). In India, NABARD issued AAA-rated 

social impact bonds for the first time in 2023.  

3.7.8. Green mutual fund 

Green mutual funds are also known as green funds offered by environmentally 

friendly investment companies. Both green mutual funds and alternative energy 

mutual funds come under the category of socially responsible investment. The 

portfolio of green mutual funds includes only less polluting and environmentally 

friendly companies and those that produce and sell eco-friendly products. The 

popularity of green mutual funds has increased in recent years as more and more 

investors consider environmental issues. Many investors are now being influenced by 

factors such as rising natural disaster rates, increasing oil consumption, and the effects 

of global warming (Sekhar, 2011).   



100 
 

3.8. Market Players in Socially Responsible Investments 

 Louche (2009) classified market participants in SRI into investors, raptors, and 

connectors. 

3.8.1. Investors- this category includes retail and institutional investors engaging in 

securities of socially responsible companies. Institutional investors include mutual 

funds, pension funds and insurance companies. 

3.8.2. Raptors- this category includes various sustainability-themed indices and 

sustainability rating agencies and organizations frequently publishing ESG scores of 

different companies.  

3.8.2. Connectors- are the link between various market participants in the SRI 

market. They make initiatives to encourage sustainable investments.  

3.9. Types of Socially Responsible Investors 

The socially responsible investor is any investor who integrates ESG parameters 

into the fundamental analysis of the company, who alerts business on various ESG 

issues that may affect their investment decision-making, encourage the companies 

they have invested to be transparent and disclose various ESG aspects, and 

periodically evaluates the ESG risk associated with their portfolio and company. A 

socially responsible investor does not invest in sin stocks and other companies that 

violate human rights, harm the environment and society, sell weapons and other war-

related gadgets and goods that create health issues and are involved in unethical 

business practices (Shah, 2018).  

Socially responsible investors can be categorised into three they are: 

3.9.1. Value-enhancing SRI: For the Value-enhancing SRI investors, the primary 

objective is financial return, but they are aware that considering ESG issues to 

investment has a favourable impact on financial return. 

3.9.2. Value-seeking SRI: The Value-seeking SRI investors integrate non-financial 

factors into their investment decision-making; they are interested in both financial and 

non-financial returns from investment 
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3.9.3. Value-based SRI: Value-based SRI investors are ready to sacrifice financial 

return for social responsibility. They are more socially responsible than all other 

categories and the non-financial factors from investment are more critical 

(Pfotenhauer, 2022; Kinder, 2007).  

The value-based investors come under the Core SRI concept and Value-seeking 

SRI and Value-enhancing SRI investors come under the Broad SRI concept. In core 

SRI, the primary focus is on non-financial factors from the investment; for broad SRI, 

the primary focus is on financial factors (Strong, 2010).   

3.10. Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

The UKSIF considers the concepts of socially responsible investment, 

sustainable investment, ethical investment and ESG investment to be the same. 

Socially responsible investment can be categorized into five sub-categories: social 

investment, sustainable investment, ESG investment, community investment and 

religious investment (Juetten, 2011). Principles for Responsible Investment consider 

responsible investment broader than all other concepts, including sustainable 

investing, ethical investing, impact investing, and other related concepts. The terms 

socially responsible investment or responsible investment can be used interchangeably 

with sustainable investment (Global Sustainable Investment Review, 2020).  

Conventional investment is solely motivated by financial return and ESG 

investment aims at financial return by incorporating ESG parameters into investment 

analysis. SRI is an addition to ESG investment because it incorporates additional 

ethical screens and value-based norms with ESG analysis. Impact investment involves 

financial gain to the investors with a positive impact on society and philanthropy 

driven solely by positive outcomes to society without any financial gain (Narayanan 

& Sirigauri, n.d.). The following are different concepts relating to SRI. 

3.10.1. Ethical Investment 

The origins of ethical investing are traced back to the USA; the aim was to 

create investment habits among religious people (Khan & Alam, 2019). Sparkes 

(2002) defined ethical investments as the exercise of ethical and social criteria in 

selecting and managing investment portfolios, generally consisting of company 
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shares. Ethical investments are based on individual beliefs and ethics; thus, they are 

personalised investments. Ethical funds are considered a tool for social transformation 

(Chaubey et al., 2016). Ethical investments are based on moral beliefs rather than 

financial gain (Norup & Gottlieb, 2011). Hard-core ethical investors are those willing 

to invest in ethical funds despite low returns (Jansson & Biel, 2011).  

Ethical investing has attained notable prosperity due to institutional and retail 

investors and asset managers’ inclusion of moral and ethical considerations in 

investment. In the UK, the term ‘ethical investment’ is usually preferred; in the US, 

the term ‘socially responsible investment’ is preferred. (Michelson et al., 2004). 

Ethical investment involves the integration of social, ethical or environmental criteria 

into investment decision-making. Ethical investment has been replaced by ‘socially 

responsible investment’ (Daugaard, 2019). The mainstreaming of ‘socially 

responsible investment’ is the reason behind this trend (Sparkes, 2002).  

3.10.6. Ethical Banking 

Ethical banks are those banks that lend money solely for ethical purposes or 

based on social responsibility criteria (Chamorro‐Mera & Palacios‐González, 2019). 

Ethical banking receives deposits, lends loans and provides in other banking facilities 

as ordinary banks but for the promotion of sustainable development. These banks lend 

loans only for projects which aim for sustainable development. These banks provide 

loans to economically weaker sections of society and engage in community 

development and financial inclusion. The concept of ethical banking includes social 

banks and community development banks. The ethical banks focus on a triple-bottom-

line approach of profit, people and the planet. These banks follow more transparent 

business operations and avoid making a profit from speculative activities (Jayasekera 

& Pushpakumari, 2020).  

3.10.2. Religious Investment 

Religious investment involves the selection of investment alternatives as per 

religious beliefs. According to religious beliefs, the investment in sin stocks is 

avoided. Islamic investment is an example of religious investing. It is believed that 

SRI has its origins in religious investment (Juetten, 2011). 
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3.10.3. Islamic Investment 

Islamic investment has been one of the most expanding financial sectors along 

with SRI during the last two decades (Chowdhary & Masih, 2015). Shariah-compliant 

stocks are the most popular means of Islamic investment in India, and these funds 

adhere to the law of ‘shariah’. Exclude investment in companies engaged in the 

production of alcohol, drugs, or selling weapons or income from selling pork, 

gambling and pornography. Shariah funds accept only halal income. In India, Shariah-

compliant stocks were introduced in 2006, the Nifty Shariah index and S&P Shariah 

index by the National Stock Exchange (NSE) in 2006, and the BSE Tasis Shariah 

index by the Bombay Stock Exchange (BSE) in 2010 (Munusamy, 2015).  

Combining SRI and Islamic finance characteristics can create new products to 

satisfy both SRI and Shariah-compliant investors (Bennett & Iqbal, 2013). 

3.10.4. ESG Investment 

ESG investment is derived from socially responsible investment (Narayanan & 

Sirigauri, n.d.); Asvathitanont & Tangjitprom, 2020). ESG investment uses 

environmental, social and corporate governance parameters to evaluate the interaction 

of companies with their internal and external stakeholders. These parameters can also 

be used to examine the risk and long-term financial well-being associated with the 

investment. ESG stands for various environmental, social, and corporate governance 

factors. These factors may influence investment decisions. In his paper ‘Who Cares 

Win’ from 2005, Ivo Knoepfel coined the phrase “ESG” (Pancholi et al., 2022). ESG 

investment is viewed as a successor to SRI, and CSR forms only a small part of ESG 

investment. ESG investment involves quantifying the qualitative impact of business 

towards the environment, employees, stakeholders and shareholders. ESG parameters 

give guidelines for business operations. In India, ESG investment is considered one of 

the fastest-growing investment sectors. Table 3.1 presents different ESG factors. 
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Table 3.1 

ESG Factors 

Environmental factors Social factors 
Corporate governance 

factors 
 Climate change 

 Pollution 

 Waste 

 Resource 

depletion 

 Deforestation 

 Emissions 

 Environmental 

policies 

 Toxic chemicals 

 Genetic 

engineering 

 Use of resources 

 Environmental 

management 

system 

 Water 

 Child labour 

 Human rights 

 Modern slavery 

 Working conditions 

 Employee relations 

 Stakeholder 

relations 

 Diversity 

 HIV/AIDS 

 Health and Safety 

 Labor relations 

 Treatment of 

customers 

 Product Safety 

 Board diversity and 

structure 

 Independent directors 

 Independent leadership 

 Board skills 

 Separation of Chairman 

and CEO 

 Political lobbying and 

donations 

 Tax strategy 

 Bribery and corruption 

 Remuneration 

 Executive pay 

 Shareholder rights 

 Accounting and auditing 

quality 

Source: Principles of Responsible Investment (2021) 

3.10.5. Mission-based Investment 

The terms mission-based investment and socially responsible investment are 

used interchangeably. Mission-based investments are also known as mission-related 

investing or mission investing (MI). It originated in the US. The focus is to gain 

financial returns and positively impact society and the environment. Mission-based 

investments invest in social and environmental projects to satisfy economic and 

philanthropic objectives. Mission-based investment approach used by non-profit 

organizations to integrate their missions into investment decisions. MI uses screening, 

shareholder advocacy and proactive mission investing to accomplish its missions. 

Proactive mission investing means investment in social or environmental projects 

(Fritz & von Schnurbein, 2015) 
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3.10.6. Green Finance 

Green finance or climate-smart finance aims at sustainable growth and 

development. It consists of green bonds, green funds, financial products of green 

banks and all financial instruments or products employed in green or eco-friendly 

projects. The primary target of green financing is to reduce carbon emissions and 

other greenhouse gases by mitigating climate risk and maintaining long-term 

environmental well-being (Jha & Bakhshi, 2019).  

3.10.7. Green Investment 

Integrating environmental aspects into financial analysis is known as green 

investment. It aims to conserve natural resources, use alternative energy sources, 

reduce carbon emissions and greenhouse gases, implement green initiatives and 

projects and develop environmentally friendly technologies (Osman et al., 2019).  

3.10.8. Green Governance 

The increased environmental consequences of human intervention and issues 

caused by business firms on the environment led to the emergence of green 

governance. Green governance is a growing area of interest for investors, regulators, 

researchers and the financial market. It is the integration of environmental factors into 

governance. Green governance aims at sustainable development through innovative 

methods and techniques. It is the management of resources sustainability, which is the 

management of economic and non-economic resources sustainably. The 

implementation of green governance requires equal support from the government, 

business firms, non-profit organizations and the general public (Li et al., 2018).  

3.10.9. Thematic Investing 

Thematic investing refers to investing in themes such as sustainable 

development, energy conservation and rural development. Thematic mutual funds 

allocate 80% of its assets to specific industries. Thematic funds are highly risky. 

Socially responsible investment is a thematic investment.  
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3.10.10. Triple Bottom Line 

Sustainability is the key to the future. The ‘triple bottom line’ concept of 

sustainability is based on three parameters: economic, social, and environmental. It is 

the concept of combining profit with people and the planet, known as the 3Ps, 

introduced by John Elkington in 1994. The triple bottom line is an accounting 

framework measuring financial, social and environmental performance. It encourages 

the accomplishment of sustainable goals and, thereby, sustainable development. The 

concept grasped the attention of business, non-business and government organizations 

(Slaper & Hall, 2011). The concept is that any business firm’s stability and growth 

depend on its financial, environmental and social performance. In recent years, the 

concept has gained attention from internal and external business stakeholders 

(Norman & MacDonald, 2004).  

3.11. CSR and SRI 

The concept of CSR is derived from philanthropy. It is the contribution to 

philanthropic activities by the companies, including charity, donations, community 

development and other contributions to the development of society. CSR is an 

umbrella term that includes the triple bottom line, corporate sustainability, corporate 

citizenship, and business responsibility. The CSR clause of the Companies Act 2013 

emphasizes the role of CSR towards social and environmental well-being. It also 

emphasizes the economic performance of companies. This indicates the link between 

CSR and the triple bottom-line approach. Through CSR activities, companies try to 

ensure the well-being of internal and external stakeholders (PwC Handbook on CSR 

in India, 2013). 

According to Howard Bowen, father of CSR, “CSR is the obligations and 

actions of business towards accomplishing societal values and objectives”. 

World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) defines CSR 

as “the continuing commitment by business to contribute to economic development 

while improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families as well as of 

the community and society at large.” 
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Recently, academic and general public interest in matters relating to CSR and 

corporate reporting has increased significantly (Nath et al., 2013). Several studies 

suggest that investors consider CSR an essential factor in investment decision-making 

and encourage companies to undertake CSR initiatives. CSR-related reports are 

frequently used to evaluate the profitability and efficiency of businesses. This is one 

of the significant factors in the development of socially responsible investment. 

Socially responsible investment can be considered a tool for financial institutions to 

achieve their corporate social responsibility (Chamorro‐Mera and Palacios‐González, 

2019; Louche, 2009).  

According to the stakeholder theory of CSR, the growth and survival of any 

firm depends on how it treats its stakeholders. The stakeholders of a business are 

categorized into internal and external stakeholders. Internal stakeholders include the 

owners and employees and external stakeholders include customers, suppliers, 

government and other regulatory authorities, creditors and society. The firm should 

achieve financial and non-financial objectives to satisfy external and internal 

stakeholders. The firm should generate an adequate return on investment to achieve 

the profit and wealth maximisation objectives while improving its corporate social 

performance (Gupta, 2011). 

Schwarts and Carroll’s (2003) intersecting circles model of CSR also suggests 

that CSR activities should incorporate ethical, legal and moral aspects in addition to 

economic aspects. The Concentric circle model of CSR also includes ethical, legal, 

philanthropic and economic aspects. The other models of CSR also give weightage to 

corporate social performance and ethical and philanthropic aspects (Chufama et al., 

2021). 

The investors convey their SRI concerns to management through engagement. 

The increased concerns of investors on ESG issues and SRI encourage corporates to 

improve their CSR practices. (Sparkes & Cowton, 2004). In turn, companies’ CSR 

initiatives attract socially responsible investors to select these companies’ portfolios.  

SRI is also seen as an investing strategy with a non-profit motivation that 

prioritises corporate social responsibility (CSR) activities more than financial return. 

Compliance with social and environmental parameters can enhance operational 
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efficiency, reputation, long-term stability and return of firms (Yen et al., 2019). The 

CSR ensures the social and environmental performance of business firms.  

Corporate sustainability originated from the concept of sustainable 

development. It is the role of a business firm in sustainable development. CSR deals 

with profits after they have been generated, and corporate sustainability deals with 

how these profits are generated; thus, the concept of corporate sustainability is much 

vaster than that of CSR. The principles advocated by ‘National Voluntary Guidelines 

on Social, Environmental and Economic Responsibilities of Business’ in 2011 include 

CSR and corporate sustainability guidelines. Globally, these two concepts of CSR and 

corporate sustainability are considered interlinked. Both CSR and corporate 

sustainability aim to protect the interests of business stakeholders and do business 

sustainably (PwC Handbook on CSR in India, 2013). 

SRI and CSR can be regarded as “the two sides of the same coin”. The 

sustainable activities of a company can be evaluated by looking into its CSR 

initiatives; CSR is a company’s response to ESG issues. Today, CSR has become a 

crucial element of most of the corporate governance codes all over the world. CSR 

depicts a corporation’s relationship with its various stakeholders and the external 

environment. An organization with a clear CSR agenda will always look into its 

actions that may affect social and environmental factors. There is always a link 

between CSR and SRI; thus, SRI tactics enhance an organization’s CSR output 

(Khan, 2022). Thus, both concepts are interconnected. 

3.12. Institutional Framework for the Promotion of SRI 

Globally, SRI is one of the well-established capital market segments as 

investors, consumers, corporate sector, financial institutions, regulatory authorities, 

and financial intermediaries recognise the positive return that can be generated by 

incorporating ESG parameters into investment. Now, SRI is also gaining scant 

attention internationally and nationally, and institutional and retail investors have 

started to give more importance to social responsibilities performed by companies. 

The following are the institutions for the promotion of SRI. 
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3.12.1. Global Sustainable Investment Alliance (GSIA) 

Global Sustainable Investment Alliance (GSIA) aims to develop socially 

responsible investment globally. It focuses on sustainable development through 

financial services. The members of GSIA are from North America, Europe and Asia-

Pacific region. The GSIA and its alliance members work together for the global 

development of sustainable finance through advocating rules and regulations, creating 

awareness on SRI, conducting research and development, and collaborating among 

the members to promote the implementation of SRI best practices. The members of 

GSIA include The European Sustainable Investment Forum (Eurosif), Responsible 

Investment Association Australasia (RIAA), Responsible Investment Association 

Canada (RIA Canada), UK Sustainable Investment & Finance Association (UKSIF), 

the Forum for Sustainable & Responsible Investment (US SIF), Dutch Association of 

Investors for Sustainable Development (VBDO) and Japan Sustainable Investment 

Forum (JSIF). The Eurosif promotes sustainable and responsible finance in the UK 

and European Economic Area (EEA). RIAA promotes sustainable, ethical, and impact 

investing in Australia and New Zealand. VBDO is an independent association of 

institutional and retail investors and NGOs that integrates ESG factors in companies 

(Global Sustainable Investment Alliance, 2022). 

3.12.2. UN Environment Programme Finance Initiative (UNEP FI) 

The UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme) and the global finance 

sector jointly initiated the UN Environment Programme Finance Initiative (UNEP FI), 

intending to link sustainable development with the global financial sector. It 

encourages sustainable business practices across financial institutions (Biermans et 

al., 2014).  

UNEP FI is headquartered in Geneva and launched in 1991. It is considered 

the first voluntary international code of conduct for SRI. To assist banks in dealing 

with environmental issues, the UNEP FI introduced its first code of conduct titled the 

Statement by Banks on Environment and Sustainable Development in 1992. 

Afterwards, it introduced a code of conduct under the same theme for the insurance 

sector and all financial institutions. The pivotal objective of UNEP FI is to promote 

SRI globally, conduct research, and educate the finance sector about SRI. It combines 
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public and private institutions, venture capital finance, commercial banks, asset 

management companies and other signatories (Richardson, 2015).  

3.12.3. Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) was introduced in 1997 for non-financial 

reporting. It is headquartered in Amsterdam. It is an initiative of both UNEP and the 

Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) to guide companies 

and other institutions in preparing sustainability reporting. It is a globally accepted 

sustainability reporting framework. The guidelines issued by GRI in 2006 are known 

as G-3, third-generation guidelines for sustainability reporting. This G-3 comprises 

guidelines and principles for reporting and disclosing environmental issues 

(Richardson, 2015). It also enables companies to report social and corporate 

governance performance.  

3.12.4. UN Global Compact  

In 2000, the UN Global Compact was launched to attain the SDGs through 

more responsible and accountable business practices. The United Nations’ former 

Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, was the mastermind responsible for forming the UN 

Global Compact. In search of methods for integrating ESG issues into capital market 

investment, he invited more than fifty CEOs of prominent financial organizations. 

(Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.). 

As a result of this gathering, on 26th July 2000, the UN Global Compact 

commenced its operations. It is headquartered in New York City, New York. The nine 

principles of the UN Global Compact originated from the Rio Declaration on the 

Environment and Development, the ILO Tripartite Declaration of Fundamental 

Principles and Rights at Work and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

(Campagna, 2004). 

It encourages prohibiting child labour, environmental protection, human rights 

protection, anti-corruption and anti-bribery through coordinating corporate strategies 

with sustainability (Biermans et al., 2014.). 
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3.12.5. Collevecchio Declaration 

Collevecchio Declaration was crafted in 2003 by Non-Governmental 

Organizations. It is an alternative business-friendly code of conduct for financial 

institutions. It contains six principles and is considered a more trustworthy code of 

conduct since it was prepared by NGOs. The aims of the Collevecchio Declaration 

include transparency, accountability, good corporate governance, a sustainable 

market, responsibility and commitment to sustainability by the financiers. The 

declaration aims to take preventive actions to ensure sustainable development 

(Richardson, 2015).  

3.12.6. UN Principles for Responsible Investment 

The United Nations Principles for Responsible Investment provides voluntary 

guidelines for integrating environmental, social and corporate governance parameters 

into investment decisions. It is developed for institutional investors to promote SRI. 

UNPRI aims to develop a more prosperous world through sustainable investment with 

the help of more responsible investors. The UNPRI supports investors by providing 

guidelines for suitable screening strategies for investing sustainably. It also conducts 

research and analysis for building sustainable financial systems and collaborates with 

other companies to solve ESG-related issues.  

United Nations Former Secretary-General Kofi Annan laid the foundation for 

PRI in 2005 with the help of the world’s large institutional investors. The PRI has 

been continuously backed by the United Nations (UN) since its inception and receives 

funds from the signatories through annual membership fees. International 

organisations and governments also support PRI in mobilising funds (Biermans et al., 

2014).  

A groundbreaking research paper released by the Global Compact named 

‘Who Cares Wins’ in 2004 and a study titled ‘Freshfield Report’ released by UNEP 

served as the cornerstone for developing the fundamental principles of UNPRI 

(Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.). The peculiarity of these principles is that they contain 

thirty-five possible actions for implementing them (Richardson, 2015). 
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3.12.6.a. Principles of UNPRI 

The six core principles of UNPRI are illustrated in Figure 3.1 below.  

Principles of UNPRI 

Figure 3.1 

 

 

 

Source: Principles of Responsible Investment (2021) 

 

3.12.6. b.   PRI Signatory Growth 

Figure 3.2 shows the PRI signatories’ growth from its inception to 2021. 
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Figure 3.2 

PRI Signatory Growth 

 

Source: Principles of Responsible Investment (2021) 

 

As per the latest report of United Nations Principles of Responsible 

Investment (UNPRI), Assets under management of sustainable investment stood at 

US$ 121.3 trillion in 2021 and the number of signatories increased from 63 in 2006 to 

3826 in 2021. 

3.12.7. UN Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations 

UN Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations were 

introduced to ensure the protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms of 

human resources by transnational corporations. It also deals with consumer protection 
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companies and other financial intermediaries, to contribute towards sustainable 

development. It also encourages transnational corporations to operate to benefit 

society and the environment (Richardson, 2015). 

3.12.8. The Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) 

The Financial Stability Board (FSB) launched the Task Force on Climate-

Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) 2015 for voluntary disclosure of climate-

related risks and opportunities. It promotes climate-related financial disclosure of 

companies. It has 32 members who create a uniform structure to disclose climate-

related financial information (WFE Sustainability Principles October, 2018).  

3.12.9. Sustainable Stock Exchange (SSE) 

UN former Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon launched the SSE initiative in 

2009. The research paper released by the Global Compact named ‘Who Cares Wins’ 

in 2004 and a study titled ‘Freshfield Report’ released by UNEP acted as the 

foundation for the initiation of the Sustainable Stock Exchange (SSE) in 2007 

(Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.). 

Sustainable Stock Exchange (SSE) is an initiative of UNCTAD to promote 

ESG investment by the stock exchanges. Along with UNCTAD, UNEP FI, UN PRI, 

WFE (World Federation of Exchanges), the International Organization of Securities 

Commissions (IOSCO) and the UN global compact have contributed towards 

developing SSE. Sustainable Stock Exchange (SSE) ensures ESG disclosures and 

reporting of companies. To promote corporate sustainability and sustainable 

development, the Sustainable Stock Exchange takes active efforts, such as awareness 

programs on sustainability, ESG reporting and disclosures and sustainability-themed 

indices. Stock exchanges are essential in attaining Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs). The stock exchanges can provide support to the Gender Equality goal of 

SDGs by giving equal importance and participation to women in all positions and 

decisions, by promoting job opportunities, creative, innovative and productive 

activities and growth and development initiatives; stock exchanges are capable of 

assisting Decent Work and Economic Growth goal of SDGs. By encouraging ESG 

reporting and disclosures of listed companies, stock exchanges can support the 

sustainability information goal of SDGs.  
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Stock exchanges can support SDGs’ climate change goals by creating 

awareness to reduce carbon emissions and other ways to reduce climate risks. It can 

also integrate and transfer resources, knowledge, technical expertise and sustainable 

development worldwide and can aid in accomplishing the Global Partnership goal of 

SDGs (Egurla & Kiran, 2018). 

BSE is the pioneer stock exchange from Asia to collaborate with the SSE 

initiative; later, NSE also collaborated with the SSE initiative. As part of the 

Sustainable Stock Exchange (SSE) initiative, BSE introduced three sustainability-

themed indices: BSE GREENEX, BSE CARBONEX and BSE 100 ESG Index 

(Egurla & Kiran, 2018). 

3.13. The International Codes of Conduct for Socially Responsible 

Investment 

Richardson (2015) listed the voluntary codes of conduct for socially responsible 

investment and presented them in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 

The International Codes of Conduct for Socially Responsible Investment 

Code of Conduct  Principal Sponsor 

CERES Principles Coalition for Environmentally Responsible 

Economies 

Collevecchio Declaration Coalition of non-governmental 

organizations 

Global Sullivan Principles  Reverend Leon Sullivan 

London Principles of Sustainable 

Finance 

UK Department of Environment and 

Corporation of London 

UN Global Compact United Nations 

UN Principles of Responsible Investment UN Environment Program Finance Initiative 

UN Statement by Financial Institutions 

on the Environment and Sustainable 

Development 

UN Environment Program Finance Initiative 

UN Norms on the Responsibilities of 

Transnational Corporations 

UN Sub-Commission on Promotion and 

Protection of Human Rights 

Source: Richardson (2015) 
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3.14. Socially Responsible Investment- Regulatory Framework in 

India 

There is no prevalent specific legislation to govern ESG investment in India, but 

the Companies Act, 2013, Environment Protection Act, 1986, SEBI Regulations, 

2015, Factories Act, 1948, Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 and Prevention of 

Money Laundering Act, 2002; lays down the various rules, regulations and guidelines 

of ESG investment in India. 

The Ministry of Corporate Affairs (MCA) is the premier institution dedicated to 

promoting SRI in India. To integrate socially responsible business practices into 

Indian companies, the MCA initiated ‘Voluntary Guidelines on Corporate Social 

Responsibility’ in 2009 and ‘National Voluntary Guidelines on Social, Environmental 

and Economic Responsibilities of Business’ in 2011 (Sarangi, 2021).  

The Business Responsibility Report (BRR) incorporates ESG reporting and was 

introduced in 2012. The BRR was introduced by SEBI’s National Voluntary 

Guidelines (NVGs) on Social, Environmental and Economic Responsibilities of 

Business as issued by MCA. As per this disclosure, the top 100 listed companies (by 

market capitalization) must attach BRR in their annual reports; later, it is extended to 

500 listed companies. The business is responsible for the environment, society, and 

the economy; this is the crux of BRR. The Business Responsibility Report (BRR) was 

replaced by the Business Responsibility and Sustainability Report (BRSR) in May 

2022. The BRSR was introduced by the Indian Institute of Corporate Affairs (IICA) 

in 2018. As per the Business Responsibility Sustainability Report, it is mandatory to 

disclose the ESG initiatives of the top 1000 listed companies in the annual report from 

the financial year 2022-23. ESG reporting is voluntary for other companies in India. 

The adherence to the principles of SDGs by the Indian corporates is ensured through 

this Business Responsibility Sustainability Report and the principles of the National 

Guidelines on Responsible Business Conduct (NGRBC) by the Ministry of Corporate 

Affairs (MCA), and the United Nations Guiding Principles of Business and Human 

Rights are also followed in the Business Responsibility Sustainability Report. 

The Companies Act 2013 insisted on mandatory CSR committees on the Board 

(Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.). The Companies Act 2013 encouraged ESG investment 
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by including the New Corporate and Social Responsibility Rule 2014. According to 

the Companies Act 2013, companies must spend at least 2% of their average net 

profits over the preceding three years on CSR initiatives.  

The Reserve Bank of India (RBI) also made initiatives to promote sustainable 

business practices in India through primary sector lending, channelizing funds for 

sustainable infrastructural development and conservation of renewable energy. The 

country is one of the co-founders of the European Commission-led International 

Platform on Sustainable Finance (IPSF), established in 2019 (Sarangi, 2021). 

India is highly sensitive to environmental issues and climate change risks 

(Eckstein et al., 2019, as cited in Sarangi, 2021). Attaining SDG goals in India 

requires the adoption of socially responsible investment. The Indian economy is 

trying to reduce carbon emissions by 30 per cent by 2050 and to generate 40 per cent 

of energy from non-fossil fuel sources by 2030. Many giant corporate leaders in India, 

including Infosys, Tata Motors, Mahindra and Mahindra and other large corporates, 

voluntarily started to use renewable energy sources. These big corporate houses got 

recognition as constituents of Dow Jones Sustainability World Index. The Dow Jones 

Sustainability World Index represents the global sustainability leaders. These efforts 

show the growing thirst for sustainable investment in India (Sarangi, 2021). 

Bombay Stock Exchange makes active efforts to promote sustainable business 

practices by the listed companies and it also promotes sustainability awareness and 

encourages ESG reporting disclosures (WFE Annual Sustainability Survey, 2019). 

In 2016, SEBI issued national-level guidelines for green bond issuance. In May 

2022, SEBI constituted an ESG advisory committee for standardising the framework 

for regulating ESG investing in India and issuing guidelines for more efficient ESG 

rating and disclosures (consultation paper on ESG disclosures, ratings and investing, 

n.d.). 

India’s ESG segment currently amounts to $30 billion, which is anticipated to 

reach $240 billion within the next ten years (Narayanan & Sirigauri, n.d.).   
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3.15. SRI Disclosures and Reporting 

One of the essential requirements of SRI is ESG disclosures and reporting. In 

certain countries, ESG reporting and disclosures are mandatory; for others, it is 

voluntary. These reporting and disclosures provide ESG-related information to 

investors, corporations, the government, the general public, and other stakeholders 

(PWC, 2020, as cited in Sarangi, 2021). 

The primary threat of SRI is greenwashing. Greenwashing refers to misleading 

investors, consumers, or the general public by a company or group of companies that 

they are producing environmentally friendly products or that their activities positively 

impact the environment. Thus, the need for sustainable disclosure and reporting of 

companies has increased due to greenwashing.  

One reason behind the lack of confidence in investors in SRI is that there is no 

standardized method for ESG reporting and it needs more quality of ESG data. To 

solve this problem, the UN has introduced ESG toolkits for member countries to 

frame ESG-related policies. The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) has also introduced 

global standards for sustainability reporting for companies (Sarangi, 2021). 

Sustainability reporting requires reliability and uniformity in ESG standards. 

Otherwise, the scope for comparison will be limited. The other limitation of 

sustainability reporting is that there is no single international institution to coordinate 

sustainability reporting. For the development of sustainable investment, UNCTAD 

established the Global Sustainable Finance Observatory.  

3.16. ESG Rating 

ESG rating is also referred to as SRI rating, CSR rating, sustainability rating, 

or social rating. In ESG ratings, the companies are given ratings based on their ESG-

related business practices. There are ample international and national institutions that 

provide ESG data for companies. MSCI, Sustainalytics, Vigeo Eiris, RobecoSAM, 

Bloomberg, FTSE, and FinScience are some of them. Ratings for businesses may take 

into account non-financial performance, or they may also take into account financial 

factors. The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) is the core concept of ESG rating. For rating 

corporations, it takes into consideration financial, environmental, and social factors. 
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Morningstar introduced the Morningstar Sustainability Rating for mutual funds in 

2016. Mutual funds are ranked based on their sustainable assets in their portfolios. 

(Sorrosal-Forradellas et al., 2023). ESG rating agencies work as intermediaries 

between the business firms and users of information that ESG rating agencies provide 

information to different stakeholders. The increased rules and regulations on 

disclosures and reporting of ESG performance and the development of the capital 

market increased the number of ESG rating agencies. (Escrig-Olmedo et al., 2010).  

Sustainability rating examines the companies’ compliance with ESG 

parameters. It evaluates a firm’s ability to balance financial return and ESG 

compliance. Firms with high ESG scores may have better financial returns, good 

reputations, increased worker morale, innovation, reduced impact of strict rules and 

regulations, and positive attitudes from other stakeholders. ESG rating enables 

investors to understand companies’ ESG practices better and helps them construct 

suitable portfolios. Banks and other financial institutions use ESG ratings to 

determine whether to lend money to or invest in a company based on that company’s 

creditworthiness. The firms use ESG scores to get a third-party performance 

evaluation and attract investors. There are two kinds of sustainability rating: the 

investor pay model and the applicant pay model. In the investor pay model, 

sustainability rating agencies provide ESG ranks to companies and provide ESG 

ratings to investors. Based on this rating, investors can decide their portfolios. In the 

applicant pay model, the firms get their relative ESG rating from sustainability rating 

agencies, enabling them to frame suitable ESG policies. There are several 

sustainability rating agencies in India. The methodology used by each agency is 

different from others. They collect ESG data from companies’ annual reports, CSR 

reports, Business Responsibility and Sustainability Report (BRSR), company 

websites, stock exchange reports and other independent agencies. (Akhileshwari et al., 

2021). ESG rating can be used to measure firms’ material risk and future growth 

prospects.  

As per the report of the Global Initiative for Sustainability Ratings (2016), 

there are over 125 ESG data providers. The methodologies used are different for 

different ESG data service providers. MSCI, OECD, Oekom. These rating agencies 
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use the ESG reports and disclosures published by the companies to assess the ESG 

performance (Sinha & Juneja, 2022).  

3.17. SRI Indices 

SRI indices can be used as a benchmark for evaluating corporates’ corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) initiatives. These indices also provide guidance and 

reference to investors interested in investing based on the SRI theme. These indices 

are a yardstick of SRI and play a vital role in developing SRI at a global level. The 

first SRI-themed index is the Domini Social Index (DSI400); it was introduced in the 

USA by Amy Domini in 1990. 400 US-based companies are listed in this index based 

on environmental, social, and ethical parameters. In 1999, Dow Jones started to 

publish the Sustainability Index. The first emerging economy to integrate 

sustainability into the stock market was South Africa and in 2003, the Johannesburg 

Stock Exchange (JSE) in South Africa introduced the SRI index. Later, many research 

organizations, stock exchanges, and other financial institutions launched SRI indices 

(Sun et al., 2011). Sustainability indices help make comparative performance analyses 

of companies based on environmental, social and corporate governance parameters. It 

differs from other indices because it comprises companies that meet specific scores 

under ESG parameters and include financial performance. The methodologies used 

are different for different indices. Globally, Dow Jones Sustainability Indexes (DJSIs) 

and FTSE4Good Index Series are the most popular sustainability indices (Richardson, 

2015). S&P BSE 100 ESG Index, S&P BSE CARBONEX, S&P BSE GREENEX, 

NIFTY100 ESG Index and the NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index are the 

sustainability-themed indices in India. 

3.18.  Chapter Summary 

The chapter summarizes the conceptual and theoretical background for the 

study. The chapter discussed various definitions of socially responsible investment, 

concepts and aspects of SRI, the history of SRI and its current status and the 

regulatory framework for SRI globally and nationally. The chapter also discussed, in 

detail, the strategies and practices for integrating social responsibility and ESG factors 

into investment. The last part of this chapter deals with ESG rating disclosure and 

various sustainability-themed indices.  
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CHAPTER 4 

COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF SOCIALLY 

RESPONSIBLE PORTFOLIOS AND MARKET 

PORTFOLIOS 

4.1.  Introduction  

Indian economy is one of the most expanding economies and is developing 

across several industries. These developments made firms more concerned about 

society and the environment, along with profit. For the long-term growth and 

sustainability of the firm, it should satisfy the triple bottom line, namely, profit, 

planet, and people. SRI is a well-established concept in the global scenario. As the 

Indian financial market is globally integrated, Indian companies are paying more 

attention to ESG issues. The increased awareness of ESG issues made Indian 

companies incorporate ESG aspects into their operations. The concept of social 

responsibility can be extended to different asset classes like direct equity investment, 

fixed-income securities, mutual funds, commodities, exchange-traded funds (ETFs), 

hedge funds, real estate, community investment and microfinance. Different 

methodologies are used by these investment alternatives for incorporating social 

responsibility or for ESG integration. In India, there are several social responsibility-

themed indices and funds available. Investors wishing to achieve financial and non-

financial returns can opt for these funds. The Bombay Stock Exchange (BSE) has 

three social responsibility-themed indices: the S&P BSE 100 ESG Index, S&P BSE 

CARBONEX, and S&P BSE GREENEX. The National Stock Exchange (NSE) also 

offers two social responsibility-themed indices: the NIFTY100 ESG Index and the 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index. SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund, Tata Ethical 

Fund, Nippon India Shariah BeEs, Axis ESG Equity Fund, Quantum India ESG 

Equity Fund, Taurus Ethical Fund, Avendus India ESG Fund, Mirae Asset ESG 

Sector Leaders ETF, Aditya Birla Sun Life ESG fund, ICICI Prudential ESG Fund, 

Kotak ESG Opportunities Fund, Quant ESG Equity Fund, Invesco ESG Equity Fund 

and HSBC Global Equity Climate Change Fund of Fund are the social responsibility 

themed funds presently offers in India.  
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4.2. Social Responsibility-themed Indices 

A brief explanation of social responsibility-themed indices is provided below: 

4.2.1. S&P BSE 100 ESG Index 

S&P BSE 100 ESG Index is one of the sustainability-themed indices of the 

Bombay Stock Exchange and its underlying index is S&P BSE 100. S&P BSE 100 

ESG Index is a float-adjusted market capitalization-weighted index. The ESG scores 

of the companies are used for inclusion in the S&P BSE 100 ESG Index and 

companies engaged in the business of controversial weapons, thermal coal, tobacco 

products, oil sands, small arms, and military contracting are excluded from this index. 

Companies not complying with the principles and guidelines of the United Nations 

Global Compact (UNGC) are also excluded from the S&P BSE 100 ESG Index. This 

index was launched on 26th October 2017 with the base date as 30/04/2014 and 100 as 

the base value (Asia Index Private Limited, 2022). 

4.2.2. S&P BSE CARBONEX 

S&P BSE CARBONEX is another social responsibility-themed index 

launched on 30th November 2012 to mitigate carbon emissions and climate change. 

S&P BSE 100 is the underlying index of S&P BSE CARBONEX. The companies are 

included based on their Carbon Performance Scores given by RobecoSAM based on 

its carbon-adjusted float market capitalization. The carbon policies followed by the 

companies and their greenhouse gas emissions are also considered for assessing the 

relative carbon performance of the companies. The base date of S&P BSE 

CARBONEX is 30th September 2010 and the base value is 1000 (S&P Dow Jones 

Indices, 2014).  

4.2.3. S&P BSE GREENEX 

S&P BSE GREENEX is also one of the sustainability-themed indices. It was 

launched on 22nd February 2012 to promote sustainable investment in India. The 

index consists of twenty-five companies chosen from S&P BSE 100 based on low 

levels of greenhouse gas emissions, low carbon emission, turnover, liquidity, and 
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market capitalization. The base date of S&P BSE GREENEX is 1st October 2008 and 

the base value is 1000 (Asia Index Private Limited, 2022).  

4.2.4. NIFTY100 ESG Index 

NIFTY100 ESG Index is one of the social responsibility-themed indices of the 

National Stock Exchange. The Nifty 100 index is the base index of the NIFTY100 

ESG Index. The companies are included in the NIFTY100 ESG Index based on their 

environmental, social, and governance risk score. It was launched on 27th March 2018 

and the base date is 1st April 2011, with a base value of 1000. NIFTY100 ESG Index 

mainly comprises companies from the financial services, information technology, 

automobile, and auto component sectors. NIFTY100 ESG Index has 89 constituents. 

Infosys Ltd, Tata Consultancy Services Ltd, HDFC, HCL Technologies Ltd, Bharti 

Airtel Ltd, ICICI Bank Ltd, Kotak Mahindra Bank Ltd, Titan Company Ltd, Bajaj 

Finance Ltd, and Tech Mahindra are the top constituents of NIFTY100 ESG Index. 

The companies engaged in the business of alcohol, tobacco, controversial weapons, 

and gambling are excluded from the NIFTY100 ESG Index (National Stock 

Exchange, 2023). 

4.2.5. NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index is another sustainability-themed index of 

NSE launched on 27th March 2018 with a base date of 1st April 2011 and a base value 

of 1000. Companies in the severe risk category are excluded from the NIFTY100 

Enhanced ESG Index. The NIFTY 100 index is the underlying index of the NIFTY 

100 Enhanced ESG Index, and companies are selected based on their ESG risk scores. 

NIFTY100 Enhanced ESG Index consists primarily of companies operating in the 

financial services, information technology, and automobile and auto component 

industries. NIFTY100 Enhanced ESG Index has 85 constituents. Infosys Ltd, Tata 

Consultancy Services Ltd, HDFC, HCL Technologies Ltd, Bharti Airtel Ltd, ICICI 

Bank Ltd, Kotak Mahindra Bank Ltd, Titan Company Ltd, Bajaj Finance Ltd, and 

Tech Mahindra are the top constituents of NIFTY100 Enhanced ESG Index (India 

Index Services & Products Limited, 2018). 
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4.2.6. MSCI ESG India Index 

MSCI ESG India Index is a social responsibility-themed index that tracks the 

performance of Indian companies based on environmental, social, and corporate 

governance parameters. The ESG performance of the companies is compared with 

that of other companies within the same industry. It comprises large and mid-sized 

companies. It provides investors with an opportunity to invest with sustainable values. 

MSCI India ESG Leaders Index is one of the constituents of the MSCI ESG Leaders 

Index series that seeks companies with robust ESG practices, and it uses a best-in-

class approach in selecting companies. MSCI ESG Research, a specialized company 

that conducts ESG evaluations, provides the data for selecting the companies that are 

part of this index. The MSCI India ESG Leaders Index is a valuable instrument for 

investors who prioritise sustainable and socially responsible investments (MSCI, 

2023). 

4.3. Social Responsibility-themed Funds 

A brief explanation of social responsibility-themed funds is provided below: 

4.3.1. SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund  

The SBI Magnum Equity fund has been renamed the SBI Magnum Equity 

ESG Fund, and this is the first ESG fund in the Indian mutual fund industry. The 

inception date of SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund is 1st January 2013. It is an open-

ended equity scheme suitable for investors who seek long-term capital appreciation. 

Nifty 100 ESG TRI is the benchmark index for SBI Magnum Equity Fund and S&P 

BSE Sensex TRI is the additional benchmark. This fund invests in companies based 

on ESG criteria and uses negative screening, best-in-class approach, and ESG 

integration approach to select companies to portfolio. The prominent industries that 

comprise a major part of SBI Magnum Equity Fund are financial services, information 

technology, automobile, and auto components (SBI Mutual Fund, 2023). 

4.3.2. Tata Ethical Fund 

Tata Ethical Fund is an open-ended equity scheme based on Shariah 

principles. It was launched on 24th May 1996. Nifty 500 Shariah TRI is the 
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benchmark index for Tata ethical fund. This fund is for individuals who expect long-

term capital appreciation. Tata Ethical Fund invests 80% to 100% of its investments 

in equity and equity-related financial instruments and sectors that comply with 

Shariah principles. It is a thematic fund and avoids sin stocks and sectors from its 

portfolio. Tata Ethical Fund also excludes banking and financial sector companies 

from its portfolio and includes low-leveraged companies with a good track record of 

profit and strong capital structure. It excludes investment in alcoholic beverages, 

gambling, pork, non-halal food products, adult content, the weapon or ammunition 

sector, hospitality or hotels and other sin stocks (Tata Mutual Fund, 2023). 

4.3.3. Nippon India Shariah BeEs 

Nippon India Shariah BeEs is an open-ended index exchange-traded fund 

listed in NSE and BSE. Nifty 50 Shariah TRI is the benchmark index of Nippon India 

Shariah BeEs. This ETF invests in stocks that are part of the Nifty 50 Shariah Index in 

the same proportion as they are included in the index. The ETF was launched on 18th 

March 2009. This financial instrument suits investors who expect long-term capital 

appreciation (Nippon India Mutual Fund, 2021). 

4.3.4. Axis ESG Equity Fund 

Axis ESG Equity Fund is a sustainability-themed open-ended equity fund 

launched on 12th February 2020. This fund aims to provide long-term capital 

appreciation to investors by investing in socially responsible companies. The primary 

objective of the Axis ESG Equity fund is sustainable growth. The top sectors of this 

fund include financial services, consumer services, information technology, FMCG, 

power and health care. Axis ESG Equity fund selects companies based on a 

comprehensive ESG assessment process and annually reviews the companies’ ESG 

performance. 

Furthermore, the fund takes an active approach in engaging with the 

management of the companies it invests in to improve disclosures and proxy voting, 

as well as identify and address any specific ESG issues that may arise within the 

companies. By actively engaging with the management of its portfolio companies, the 

fund seeks to influence positive change and promote sustainable practices that align 
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with its ESG principles. Nifty 100 ESG TRI is the benchmark index of Axis ESG 

Equity fund (Axis Mutual Fund, 2023). 

4.3.5. Quantum India ESG Equity Fund 

The Quantum India ESG Equity Fund is a thematic fund focused on socially 

responsible investing, which means it invests in companies that meet specific 

environmental, social, and governance standards set by the fund. The fund is designed 

for investors looking for long-term capital appreciation and was launched on 12th July 

2019. The benchmark index for Quantum India ESG Equity Fund is the NIFTY100 

ESG Total Return Index (Quantum Mutual Fund, 2023). 

4.3.6. Taurus Ethical Fund  

Taurus Ethical Fund is an open-ended equity-oriented scheme launched on 6th 

May 2009. This fund is suitable for investors expecting long-term capital 

appreciation. Taurus Ethical Fund invests in equity and equity-related financial 

instruments that comply with Shariah principles. It is a social responsibility-themed 

fund diversified over Shariah-based stocks and sectors. S&P BSE 500 Shariah index 

is the benchmark index of the Taurus Ethical Fund. Companies and sectors engaged in 

alcohol, tobacco, gambling, adult entertainment, breweries, distilleries, pork, related 

businesses and other sin stocks are excluded from the Taurus Ethical Fund (Taurus 

Mutual Fund, 2023). 

4.3.7. Avendus India ESG Fund 

The Avendus India ESG Fund is a fund that focuses on social responsibility 

and invests only in companies that follow environmentally sound, socially 

responsible, and well-governed policies. It is designed for investors seeking long-term 

capital appreciation and is an open-ended fund that attracts domestic and international 

investors. The fund primarily invests in equity-based securities but also considers 

environmental, social, and governance factors in its financial analysis to provide risk-

adjusted returns to investors over the long term. The Avendus India ESG Fund is an 

investment fund that invests only in companies that follow socially responsible 

policies (Avendus, 2019). 
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4.3.8. Mirae Asset ESG Sector Leaders ETF  

Mirae Asset ESG Sector Leaders ETF (MAESGSLETF) is an open-ended 

Exchange Traded Fund (ETF) that aims at generating returns that are commensurate 

with the performance of the NIFTY100 ESG Sector Leaders Total Return Index after 

accounting for expenses and tracking error. The benchmark index for MAESGSLETF 

is the NIFTY100 ESG Sector Leaders Total Return Index. This ETF was launched on 

17th November 2020 and this fund aims to provide high returns to investors with less 

volatility. An ETF that follows an ESG investment strategy would typically avoid 

investing in companies that do not adhere to sound environmental, social, and 

governance policies. Mirae Asset ESG Sector Leaders ETF is listed in NSE and BSE 

(Mirae Asset Mutual Fund, 2021). 

4.3.9. Aditya Birla Sun Life ESG fund 

Aditya Birla Sun Life ESG fund is a social responsibility-themed open-ended 

equity scheme that invests in companies that follow sound environmental, social, and 

governance policies and practices. The fund was launched on 24th December 2020 and 

is a better option for investors who expect long-term capital appreciation. Nifty 100 

ESG TRI is the benchmark index for Aditya Birla Sun Life ESG fund. This fund has a 

high-risk profile. The fund collects ESG data from primary and secondary sources, 

analyses it qualitatively and quantitatively, and then rates companies according to 

their ESG risk score. Additionally, the fund motivates companies to make ESG 

reporting more transparent. A significant portion of Aditya Birla Sun Life ESG fund 

is comprised of major sectors, including banks, IT software, consumer durables, and 

retailing (Aditya Birla Capital Mutual Fund, 2021). 

4.3.10. ICICI Prudential ESG fund 

ICICI prudential ESG fund is an ESG-based fund that promotes sustainable 

investing by investing in companies that adhere to the principles of environmental, 

social, and governance (ESG) parameters. The primary objective of the fund is to 

create a positive impact on the environment and society by investing in high-quality 

companies that have sustainable business practices and strong ESG credentials. By 

investing in companies focusing on sustainability and responsible business practices, 

the fund seeks to generate long-term value for its investors while promoting positive 



133 
 

change in the world. The NIFTY 100 ESG index is the benchmark for ICICI’s 

prudential ESG fund. The aims of this fund include investing in companies with high 

ESG scores, avoiding investment in sin stocks such as alcohol, tobacco, weapons, 

pornography and gambling, conducting internal research on the ESG performance of 

companies for inclusion to fund, shareholder activism to improve sustainable 

performance (Edelweiss, Bank of America, Morgan Stanley, 2020). 

4.3.11. Kotak ESG Opportunities Fund 

Kotak ESG Opportunities Fund is an open-ended equity scheme. The 

investment approach of this fund is to select companies for investment that adhere to 

environmental, social, and governance (ESG) criteria in their business operations. 

Nifty 100 ESG Index TRI is the benchmark index for Kotak ESG opportunities fund. 

Kotak ESG opportunities fund primarily invests in major sectors, including financial 

services, information technology, automobile and auto components and construction 

materials, which account for a considerable proportion of the fund’s holdings. 11th 

November 2020 is the date of inception for the Kotak ESG Opportunities fund (Kotak 

Mutual Fund, 2020). 

4.3.12. Quant ESG Equity Fund 

Quant ESG Equity Fund is a sustainability-themed fund launched on 5th 

November 2020 as an open-ended equity scheme. Nifty 100 ESG Index TRI is the 

benchmark index for Quant ESG equity fund. This fund follows an investment 

approach that involves selecting investment companies based on compliance with 

environmental, social, and governance (ESG) criteria in their business operations. 

Quant ESG equity funds avoid investment in sin stocks and use screening and 

exclusion strategies in selecting the portfolio (Quant Mutual Fund, 2023). 

4.3.13. Invesco ESG Equity Fund 

Invesco ESG equity fund is an open-ended equity fund that primarily focuses 

on investing in companies that operate by ESG parameters. This fund is well-suited 

for investors prioritising sustainable investment and seeking long-term capital 

appreciation. The fund was launched on 26th February 2021. NIFTY100 Enhanced 
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ESG TRI is the benchmark index for Invesco ESG equity fund (Invesco Mutual Fund, 

2021). 

4.3.14. HSBC Global Equity Climate Change Fund of Fund 

HSBC Global Equity Climate Change Fund of Fund is a pure thematic fund to 

fight against climate change. MSCI AC World TRI is the benchmark index for the 

HSBC Global Equity Climate Change Fund of Fund (HSBC Mutual Fund, 2023). 

4.4. Comparison of Performance of Socially Responsible Portfolios 

and Market Portfolios  

In this chapter, the comparison is made between the performance of socially 

responsible portfolios comprising various mutual fund schemes and socially 

responsible thematic indices. Also, compared these socially responsible portfolios 

with market portfolios (SENSEX and NIFTY 50 are used as proxies for market 

portfolios) based on various popular measures, including the traditional risk-adjusted 

return measures like Sharpe ratio and Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha measure. 

Since Alternative Investment Fund (AIF) is not widely considered an investment 

avenue among retail investors and the secondary data-based performance analysis is 

limited to mutual fund schemes and stock indices, the Avendus India ESG (a category 

III AIF) is eliminated, even though this fund is part of the sample for the study.  

The brief profile of sample socially responsible mutual fund schemes and 

thematic indices are provided in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, respectively. Also, the 

portfolios which do not have at least two years of trading history from inception to 

31st March 2022 are excluded from the analysis. According to this criterion, the 

following seven portfolios are ignored: ICICI prudential ESG fund, Quant ESG equity 

fund, Mirae Asset ESG Sector Leaders ETF, Kotak ESG opportunities fund, Aditya 

Birla Sun Life ESG fund, Invesco ESG equity fund and HSBC Global Equity Climate 

Change Fund of Fund. This chapter is divided into the following sections; 

4.4.1 Profile of Sample Socially Responsible Mutual Fund Schemes and Thematic 

Indices 

4.4.2 Data and Methodology 

4.4.3 Five-year Analysis of Socially Responsible Portfolios 
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4.4.4 Two-year Analysis of Socially Responsible Portfolios 

4.4.5 Conclusion 

4.4.1. Profile of Sample Socially Responsible Mutual Fund Schemes and 

Thematic Indices 

Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 detail the profile of socially responsible mutual fund 

schemes and thematic indices. 

4.4.1.a.Profile of Sample Socially Responsible Mutual Fund Schemes 

Table 4.1 

Profile of Sample Socially Responsible Mutual Fund Schemes 

Fund name Benchmark Inception Fund House 
AAUM (as on 
Dec 2022 in 
crores) 

SBI Magnum 
Equity ESG Fund 

Nifty ESG 100 01-01-1991 SBI Mutual Fund 4676.00 

Tata Ethical Fund 
Nifty 500 
Shariah 

24-05-1996 Tata Mutual Fund 1497.28 

Nippon India ETF 
Nifty 50 Shariah 
BeES 

Nifty50 Shariah 18-03-2009 
Nippon India 
Mutual Fund 

15.34 

Taurus Ethical 
Fund 

S&P BSE 500 
Shariah 

20-03-2009 
Taurus Mutual 
Fund 

75.30 

Quantum India 
ESG Equity Fund 

NIFTY100 ESG 12-07-2019 
Quantum Mutual 
Fund 

61.98 

Axis ESG Equity 
Fund 

Nifty 100 ESG 12-02-2020 Axis Mutual Fund 1606.84 

ICICI prudential 
ESG fund* 

NIFTY 100 ESG 09-10-2020 
ICICI Prudential 
Mutual Fund 

1313.05 

Quant ESG equity 
fund* 

Nifty 100 ESG 
Index 

05-11-2020 Quant Mutual Fund 158.65 

Mirae Asset ESG 
Sector Leaders 
ETF* 

NIFTY 100 ESG 
Sector Leaders 
Index 

17-11-2020 
Mirae Asset 
Mutual Fund 

98.96 

Kotak ESG 
opportunities 
fund* 

Nifty 100 ESG 
Index 

11-12-2020 Kotak Mutual Fund 1276.48 

Aditya Birla Sun 
Life ESG fund* 

Nifty 100 ESG 24-12-2020 
Aditya Birla Sun 
Life Mutual Fund 

930.52 
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Invesco ESG 
equity fund* 

Nifty 100 ESG 
Index 

20-03-2021 
Invesco Mutual 
Fund 

666.67 

HSBC Global 
Equity Climate 
Change Fund of 
Fund* 

MSCI AC World 22-03-2021 
HSBC Mutual 
Fund 

407.91 

Avendus India 
ESG Fund*** 

 02-01-2019 Avendus  

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Note: ***not considered for analysis; AAUM denotes average asset under 

management as on December 2022. *portfolios are not included for analysis since 

trading history is less than two years from inception to 31st March 2022. 

4.4.1.b. Profile of Sample Socially Responsible Thematic Indices 

Table 4.2 

Profile of Sample Socially Responsible and Broad Market Indices 

Index name Benchmark 

Socially responsible indices 

S&P BSE 100 ESG Index Nifty 500 

S&P BSE CARBONEX Nifty 500 

S&P BSE GREENEX Nifty 500 

NIFTY100 ESG Index Nifty 500 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index Nifty 500 

MSCI ESG India Index Nifty 500 

Broad market indices 

NIFTY 50 Nifty 500 

SENSEX Nifty 500 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Note: The broad market index NIFTY 500 is considered as market portfolio proxy for 

all indices under the study. 

4.4.2. Data and Methodology 

The study evaluates socially responsible portfolios, including mutual fund 

schemes and various socially responsible thematic indices. Also, a comparison is 
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made between socially responsible portfolios with market portfolios where SENSEX 

and NIFTY 50 are used as proxies for general market portfolios. The study was 

conducted for five years, ranging from 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2022, and a sub-

period of two-year analysis was conducted from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2022. 

For calculation of returns, NAV or close price series are converted into log return 

series by taking the first differences of logarithm of the NAV or close price series. The 

following formula is used to convert the price series into a logarithmic return series. 

 

Where,  

is the logarithmic return at time t, while  and  are the daily NAV or 

closing prices of two consecutive days. 

The computation of the risk-free rate of return is based on an average of 91-

day Treasury Bills rate for the sample periods. The average risk-free rate of return for 

the entire sample period was 5.01 per cent and 3.38 per cent for the sub-period of two 

years. For the calculation of beta and return of the market portfolio, the benchmark for 

each mutual fund scheme provided in the mutual fund factsheet was considered. 

While for indices, the broad market index, NIFTY 500 was considered, as a common 

portfolio proxy for all indices under the study. The daily NAV series of mutual fund 

schemes were collected from the Association of Mutual Funds in India (AMFI) 

website, and close price series of various indices were collected from the official 

websites of the National Stock Exchange (NSE) and Bombay Stock Exchange (BSE). 

4.4.2.1 Compounded Annual Returns 

Compounded Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) is a useful measure of growth 

over multiple time periods. CAGR is a geometric average of annual growth. Based on 

the highest CAGR growth, appropriate rankings are provided for the assets. 

4.4.2.2. Risk-adjusted Return Measures 

The risk-adjusted rates of return of portfolios were evaluated using the popular 

Sharpe Ratio and Treynor ratio.   
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4.4.2.2.a. Sharpe Ratio 

The Sharpe ratio of William Sharpe measures the return of the portfolio in 

excess of risk-free relative to the total risk of the portfolio. The higher the ratio, the 

better would be the performance of the portfolio in terms of the returns for the total 

risk taken. In the Sharpe ratio, risk or variability means the standard deviation (σ) of 

portfolio return, which is considered as a measure of total risk.  

Sharpe ratio = Rp – Rf 

               σp 

Where,  

Rf = risk-free rate of return  

Rp = compounded annual return of the portfolio  

σp = standard deviation of portfolio return  

4.4.2.2.b. Treynor Ratio 

Jack Treynor developed the performance measure Treynor’s ratio. In Treynor’s 

ratio, reward to volatility or risk premium to volatility of return is measured by 

portfolio beta (β). This means Treynor’s ratio accounts only for systematic risk not 

total risk as in the case of Sharpe ratio. Beta is the measure of the systematic risk of a 

portfolio. 

Treyor ratio =  Rp – Rf 

                                               βp 

Where,  

Rf = risk-free rate of return 

Rp = compounded annual return of the portfolio 

βp = beta 

The calculations of these ratios are useful in comparing the performance of the 

portfolios under study.  
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4.4.2.3. Jensen’s Alpha 

The Jensen’s Alpha formula was used for the first time by Michael Jensen 

back in 1986. Jensen alpha measures the abnormal rate of return on a security in 

excess of what would be predicted by an equilibrium mode like the Capital Asset 

Pricing Model (CAPM) or Arbitrage Pricing Theory (APT). In other words, it 

measures if more than expected returns are being earned for the portfolio’s riskiness. 

For a passively managed fund like ETF, the Jensen Alpha is expected to be ‘zero’. If 

the alpha value is positive, it means the superior performance of the ETF than 

expected and if the value is negative, it indicates underperformance of the ETF 

relative to the theoretical expected return. 

In order to get Jensen alpha, firstly used the traditional Capital Asset Pricing 

Model (CAPM) based single index model, where the intercept, α, gives the Jensen 

alpha, which is interpreted as a measure of outperformance or underperformance 

relative to the used market proxy. 

Formally, 

αp = (Rp – Rf ) + β(Rm − Rf ) + ε 

Where,  

αp = Jensen’s alpha  

Rp = Return of the portfolio 

Rf  = Risk-free return 

β = Beta of the portfolio 

Rm = Return of market portfolio/index 

ε = error term 

4.4.3. Five-year Analysis of Socially Responsible Portfolios 

In this section, socially responsible portfolios are compared with general 

market portfolios.  NIFTY 50 and SENSEX are the two market portfolios used in this 

study. Firstly, a comparison is made between the performance of various socially 

responsible portfolios and general market portfolios by using compounded annual 

returns for a five-year period ranging from 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2022. Finally, 
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a comparison is made on the performance of various socially responsible portfolios 

and general market portfolios using the Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha 

measure. The concordance in the ranking of these three measures (Sharpe ratio, 

Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha) is also considered by employing Kendall’s 

Coefficient of Concordance. For the analysis purpose, only those portfolios that have 

a five-year history of trading at the end of 31st March 2022 were considered, and the 

rest of the portfolios in the sample set were ignored.  

4.4.3.1. Compounded Annual Returns of Socially Responsible Portfolios and 

Market Portfolios for the Five-year Period 

The comparison of the performance of socially responsible portfolios and 

general market portfolios was conducted solely based on their compounded annual 

returns of daily NAV or close price series. This method is not robust as it doesn’t 

include risk elements. Table 4.3 presents the summary of compounded annual returns 

of socially responsible portfolios and general market portfolios, along with their 

standard deviation and beta values. 

Table 4.3 

Compounded Annual Returns of Socially Responsible Portfolios and Market 

Portfolios for the Five-year Period (from 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2022) 

Asset Name SD Beta CAGR of return Rank 

Socially responsible Fund 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund 0.186 0.979 12.72% 9 

Tata Ethical Fund 0.155 0.084 13.86% 6 

Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 
Shariah BeES 

0.176 0.988 14.35% 
5 

Taurus Ethical Fund 0.152 0.92 14.51% 3 

Socially responsible Indices 

NIFTY 100 ESG 0.184 0.989 15.53% 1 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 0.186 0.99 15.34% 2 
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S&P BSE GREENEX 0.187 0.969 12.10% 10 

S&P BSE CARBONEX 0.188 1.017 13.16% 8 

Broad market indices 

NIFTY 50 0.189 1.015 13.58% 7 

SENSEX 0.189 1.015 14.38% 4 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Table 4.3 reports the standard deviation, beta and compounded annual returns 

of socially responsible portfolios and general market portfolios for a five-year period 

from 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2022. The table reveals that all the portfolios listed 

in the table have compounded annual returns of above 12 per cent. This indicates that 

investors who invested in these portfolios would have earned returns of at least 12 per 

cent per year over the five-year period. Among the sample portfolios, the NIFTY 100 

ESG index has a CAGR of 15.53 per cent and it ranks top in compounded annual 

return, followed by NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG having a CAGR of 15.34 per cent and 

secured second rank. The third position is secured by the Taurus ethical fund, having a 

CAGR of 14.51 per cent S&P BSE GREENEX ranked at the bottom with a CAGR of 

12.10 per cent. It is also evident from the table that the socially responsible portfolios 

generally have lower Betas and Standard Deviations compared to the broad market 

indices. This suggests that socially responsible portfolios may be less volatile and 

risky compared to the broader market. 

4.4.3.2. Comparison of Socially Responsible Portfolios and Market Portfolios 

Based on Risk-adjusted Return Ratios and Jensen’s Alpha for the Five-year 

Period 

The performance of socially responsible portfolios and general market 

portfolios are compared using risk-adjusted return measures like the Sharpe ratio and 

Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha measure. 
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Table 4.4 

Comparison of Socially Responsible Portfolios and Market Portfolios Based on 

Risk-adjusted Return Ratios and Jensen’s Alpha for the Five-year Period 

(from 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2022) 

Asset Name 
Sharpe 

Ratio 
Rank 

Treynor 

Ratio 
Rank 

Jensen’s 

Alpha 
Rank 

Sum of 

ranks 

Socially responsible Fund 

SBI Magnum 

Equity ESG Fund 
0.414 9 0.079 9 -0.010 10 28 

Tata Ethical Fund 0.570 4 1.051 1 0.071 1 6 

Nippon India ETF 

Nifty 50 Shariah 

BeES 

0.530 5 0.095 5 0.008 6 16 

Taurus Ethical 

Fund 
0.625 3 0.103 4 -0.008 9 16 

Socially responsible Indices 

NIFTY 100 ESG 0.659 1 0.123 2 0.025 2 5 

NIFTY 100 

Enhanced ESG 
0.642 2 0.121 3 0.024 3 8 

S&P BSE 

GREENEX 
0.379 10 0.073 10 -0.007 8 28 

S&P BSE 

CARBONEX 
0.430 7 0.080 7 -0.001 7 21 

Broad market indices 

NIFTY 50 0.453 6 0.084 6 0.004 5 17 

SENSEX 0.424 8 0.081 8 0.010 4 20 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Table 4.4 provides a comparison of socially responsible portfolios, socially 

responsible indices, and broad market indices based on three performance measures: 

Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio, and Jensen’s Alpha. The table shows that NIFTY 100 ESG 

has the highest Sharpe ratio of 0.659 and the second-highest rank in terms of the 

Treynor ratio. Tata Ethical Fund has the highest Treynor ratio of 1.051 and the highest 
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Jensen’s Alpha of 0.071. Based on the sum of ranks of three performance comparison 

measures (Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio, and Jensen’s Alpha measure), NIFTY 100 ESG 

has the lowest sum of ranks of 5, indicating that it was the best-performing portfolio 

based on the three measures in the study. The SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund and 

S&P BSE GREENEX have the highest sum of ranks of 28, denoting that they were 

the lowest performers based on the composite of the three measures. Notably, five of 

the eleven socially responsible portfolios outperformed broad market indices in 

composite measures of Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio, and Jensen’s Alpha measure. 

The evaluation of Jensen’s performance index measure provided in the table 

reveals that four out of eight socially responsible portfolios, namely Tata Ethical 

Fund, Nippon India ETF Shariah BeES, NIFTY 100 ESG, and NIFTY 100 Enhanced 

ESG, have a positive measure, indicating that such portfolios have outperformed the 

expected rate of return. Similarly, both general market portfolios have outperformed 

since their alpha measure is positive. 

4.4.3.3 Concordance Performance Comparison Measure 

This section furnishes the level of concordance or agreement among the three 

performance measures, Sharpe ratio and Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha, based on a 

five-year period ranking of various portfolios in the study. 

Table 4.5 

Spearman’s Rank Correlation among Performance Measures 

Ratios r p-value 

Sharpe ratio -Treynor ratio 0.935 0.001 

Sharpe ratio -Jensen’s Alpha 0.765 0.001 

Treynor ratio- Jensen’s Alpha 0.880 0.001 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Table 4.5 illustrates the Spearman rank correlation coefficients and p-values 

among the three performance measures - Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio, and Jensen’s 

Alpha. The results indicate that there is a high positive correlation between the 

rankings of Sharpe ratio and Treynor ratio (r=0.935, p<0.001), and there is also a 
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positive correlation between Sharpe ratio and Jensen’s Alpha (r=0.765, p<0.001) and 

between Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha (r=0.880, p<0.001), although the 

correlations are slightly weaker than the correlation between Sharpe ratio and Treynor 

ratio. Thus, it shows that there is a highly significant positive correlation among the 

three performance comparison measures of Sharpe ratio and Treynor ratio and 

Jensen’s Alpha. Hence, there is somewhat significant agreement in the ranking 

determined by the three measurements. 

4.4.3.4. Comparison of Average Daily Return of Socially Responsible Portfolios 

and Market Portfolios 

The comparison of the average daily returns of socially responsible portfolios 

and market portfolios were conducted based on the Friedman test. The entire sample 

period of five -years was taken for evaluation. The non-parametric alternative of 

repeated measures ANOVA was used for comparison since the daily return series is 

not normally distributed. Friedman is a non-parametric test used to compare three or 

more matched groups and here the portfolios are matched since they are measured 

over the same sample period and are somewhat well-diversified portfolios. 

Table 4.6 

Friedman Test of Comparison of Average Daily Return of Socially Responsible 

Portfolios and Market Portfolios 

χ² df p 

12.5 9 0.189 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Table 4.6 reveals that there is no significant difference in average daily returns 

of various socially responsible portfolios and market portfolios with Chi-square (9) = 

12.5, p = 0.189. Detailed post hoc analysis of the Durbin-Conover result is provided 

in Table 4.7. The Durbin-Conover test is one of the post-hoc tests used after a 

significant Friedman test. But here, the test statistic for the Friedman test is 

insignificant and only for reference purpose the summary post-hoc test result is 

provided in Table 4.7. 
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Table 4.7 

Pairwise Comparisons (Durbin-Conover) 

Asset Name Asset Name Statistic p 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund Tata Ethical Fund 0.6780 0.498 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund 
Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
0.1595 0.873 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund Taurus Ethical Fund 0.0798 0.936 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund NIFTY 100 ESG 0.3024 0.762 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 0.7278 0.467 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund S&P BSE GREENEX 1.3227 0.186 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund S&P BSE CARBONEX 1.3360 0.182 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund NIFTY 50 1.3028 0.193 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund SENSEX 0.9173 0.359 

Tata Ethical Fund 
Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
0.5185 0.604 

Tata Ethical Fund Taurus Ethical Fund 0.7577 0.449 

Tata Ethical Fund NIFTY 100 ESG 0.3755 0.707 

Tata Ethical Fund NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 0.0499 0.960 

Tata Ethical Fund S&P BSE GREENEX 2.0007 0.045 

Tata Ethical Fund S&P BSE CARBONEX 2.0140 0.044 

Tata Ethical Fund NIFTY 50 1.9808 0.048 

Tata Ethical Fund SENSEX 1.5953 0.111 

Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
Taurus Ethical Fund 0.2393 0.811 

Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
NIFTY 100 ESG 0.1429 0.886 

Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 0.5683 0.570 

Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
S&P BSE GREENEX 1.4823 0.138 

Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
S&P BSE CARBONEX 1.4956 0.135 
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Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
NIFTY 50 1.4623 0.144 

Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 

Shariah BeES 
SENSEX 1.0768 0.282 

Taurus Ethical Fund NIFTY 100 ESG 0.3822 0.702 

Taurus Ethical Fund NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 0.8076 0.419 

Taurus Ethical Fund S&P BSE GREENEX 1.2430 0.214 

Taurus Ethical Fund S&P BSE CARBONEX 1.2563 0.209 

Taurus Ethical Fund NIFTY 50 1.2230 0.221 

Taurus Ethical Fund SENSEX 0.8375 0.402 

NIFTY 100 ESG NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 0.4254 0.671 

NIFTY 100 ESG S&P BSE GREENEX 1.6252 0.104 

NIFTY 100 ESG S&P BSE CARBONEX 1.6385 0.101 

NIFTY 100 ESG NIFTY 50 1.6052 0.108 

NIFTY 100 ESG SENSEX 1.2197 0.223 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG S&P BSE GREENEX 2.0506 0.040 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG S&P BSE CARBONEX 2.0639 0.039 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG NIFTY 50 2.0306 0.042 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG SENSEX 1.6451 0.100 

S&P BSE GREENEX S&P BSE CARBONEX 0.0133 0.989 

S&P BSE GREENEX NIFTY 50 0.0199 0.984 

S&P BSE GREENEX SENSEX 0.4055 0.685 

S&P BSE CARBONEX NIFTY 50 0.0332 0.973 

S&P BSE CARBONEX SENSEX 0.4188 0.675 

NIFTY 50 SENSEX 0.3855 0.700 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

  



147 
 

4.4.4. Two-year Analysis of Socially Responsible Portfolios 

In this section, a comparison is made between socially responsible portfolios 

and general market portfolios such as NIFTY 50 and SENSEX. Initially, the 

performance of various socially responsible portfolios and general market portfolios 

are compared using compounded annual returns for a two-year period ranging from 1st 

April 2020 to 31st March 2022. Finally, the performance of the socially responsible 

portfolios and general market portfolios are compared using the Sharpe ratio, Treynor 

ratio, and Jensen’s Alpha measure. The concordance in the ranking of these three 

measures (Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha) is also evaluated by 

employing Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance. For the analysis purpose, 

exclusively those portfolios that have a two-year history of trading at the end of 31st 

March 2022 were considered, and the rest of the portfolios in the sample set were 

ignored.   

4.4.4.1. Compounded Annual Returns of Socially Responsible Portfolios and 

Market Portfolios for a Two-year Period 

The comparison made between socially responsible portfolios and general 

market portfolios was based only on the compounded annual returns of their daily 

NAV or close price series. This method is not robust as it does not include risk 

parameters. Table 4.8 reports the summary of compounded annual returns of socially 

responsible portfolios and general market portfolios, along with their standard 

deviation and beta value. 

Table 4.8 

Compounded Annual Returns of Socially Responsible Portfolios and Market 

Portfolios for a Two-year Period (from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2022) 

Asset Name  SD Beta 
CAGR of 

return 
Rank 

Socially responsible Fund 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund 0.191 0.996 48.10% 4 

Tata Ethical Fund 0.157 0.037 48.59% 3 
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Nippon India ETF Nifty 50 Shariah 

BeES 
0.178 0.993 46.69% 8 

Taurus Ethical Fund 0.207 0.927 41.08% 12 

Quantum India ESG Equity Fund 0.167 0.852 46.47% 9 

Axis ESG Equity Fund 0.155 0.749 33.83% 13 

Socially responsible Indices 

NIFTY 100 ESG 0.185 0.988 47.82% 5 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 0.185 0.991 47.71% 6 

S&P BSE 100 ESG Index 0.193 -0.013 49.86% 2 

S&P BSE GREENEX 0.193 0.987 52.62% 1 

S&P BSE CARBONEX 0.192 1.029 46.79% 7 

Broad market indices 

NIFTY 50 0.193 1.033 45.46% 10 

SENSEX 0.196 1.041 43.95% 11 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Table 4.8 reports compounded annual returns of socially responsible portfolios 

and general market portfolios for a two-year period. The table reveals that all 

portfolios have compounded annual returns of above 40 per cent except for Axis ESG 

Equity Fund, with compounded annual growth in NAV of 33.83 per cent. Among 

sample portfolios, S&P BSE GREENEX ranks at the top in compounded annual 

return and Axis ESG Equity Fund ranks at the bottom. It is also significant that nine 

of eleven socially responsible portfolios outperformed broad market indices in 

compounded annual return. 

The table provides that based on the total risk measure standard deviation 

(SD), SENSEX has the highest risk (0.196), and Axis ESG Equity fund has the lowest 

total risk (0.155). The evaluation of beta values proves that most portfolios have a 

beta value above 0.90, suggesting such portfolios have sensitivity that is par with their 

concerned benchmark index. Meanwhile, S&P BSE CARBONEX, NIFTY 50 and 

SENSEX are more sensitive or more volatile than the market proxy NIFTY 500 since 

their beta value is above 1. S&P BSE 100 ESG Index is negatively correlated with the 

market proxy NIFTY 500 since its beta value is negative. This fact proves that almost 
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all socially responsible portfolios are less sensitive than their market portfolio except 

S&P BSE CARBONEX. 

4.4.4.2. Comparison of Socially Responsible Portfolios and Market Portfolios 

Based on Risk-Adjusted Return Ratios and Jensen’s Alpha for a Two-year 

Period 

An analysis is conducted to examine and compare the performance of socially 

responsible portfolios and general market portfolios based on risk-adjusted return 

measures like the Sharpe ratio and Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha measure. The 

result is exhibited below: 

Table 4.9 

Comparison of Socially Responsible Portfolios and Market Portfolios Based on 

Risk-Adjusted Return Ratios and Jensen’s Alpha for a Two-year Period 

(from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2022) 

Asset Name  
Sharpe 

Ratio 
Rank 

Treynor 

Ratio 
Rank 

Jensen’s 

Alpha 
Rank 

Sum of 

Ranks 

Socially responsible Fund  

SBI Magnum 

Equity ESG Fund 
2.36 8 0.45 5 -0.012 8 21 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.89 1 12.1 2 0.388 2 5 

Nippon India ETF 

Nifty 50 Shariah 

BeES 

2.44 4 0.44 8 0.009 5 17 

Taurus Ethical 

Fund 
1.82 13 0.41 10 -0.048 12 35 

Quantum India 

ESG Equity Fund 
2.58 2 0.51 3 0.038 4 9 

Axis ESG Equity 

Fund 
1.97 12 0.41 12 -0.041 10 34 

Socially responsible Indices 

NIFTY 100 ESG 2.41 5 0.45 5 -0.001 6 16 

NIFTY 100 2.39 7 0.45 7 -0.003 7 21 
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Enhanced ESG 

S&P BSE 100 ESG 

Index 
2.40 6 -36.10 1 0.468 1 8 

S&P BSE 

GREENEX 
2.55 3 0.5 4 0.048 3 10 

S&P BSE 

CARBONEX 
2.28 9 0.42 9 -0.029 9 27 

Broad market indices 

NIFTY 50 2.19 10 0.41 10 -0.044 11 31 

SENSEX 2.07 11 0.39 13 -0.063 13 37 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Table 4.9 presents a comparison of socially responsible portfolios and market 

portfolios based on risk-adjusted return ratios and Jensen’s Alpha over a two-year 

period from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2022. The table shows the Sharpe ratio, 

Treynor ratio, and Jensen’s Alpha measure for each asset, along with their respective 

ranks and a sum of ranks. Tata ethical fund has the highest Sharpe ratio of 2.89 and 

S&P BSE 100 ESG has the highest Treynor ratio of -36.10 and the highest Jensen’s 

Alpha of 0.468. It is evident from Table 4.9 that, based on the sum of ranks of three 

performance comparison measures, Tata Ethical fund has the lowest sum of the rank 

of 5, signifying the top performer based on the three measures under the study and 

SENSEX has the highest sum of the rank of 37, denoting lowest performer based on a 

composite of the three measures. Notably, ten of eleven socially responsible portfolios 

outperformed broad market indices in composite measures Sharpe ratio and Treynor 

ratio and Jensen’s Alpha measure. 

4.4.4.3. Concordance Performance Comparison Measure 

The section provides the level of concordance or agreement among the three 

performance measures Sharpe ratio and Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha based on a 

two-year period ranking of various portfolios in this study. 
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Table 4.10 

Spearman’s Rank Correlation among Performance Measures 

Ratios r p-value 

Sharpe ratio -Treynor ratio 0.832 0.001 

Sharpe ratio -Jensen’s Alpha 0.885 0.001 

Treynor ratio- Jensen’s Alpha 0.934 0.001 

Source: Compiled by the author from various secondary sources 

Table 4.10 displays the Spearman rank correlation coefficients and p-values 

for the Sharpe ratio, Treynor ratio, and Jensen’s Alpha measures. The findings indicate 

a strong positive correlation between the rankings of the Sharpe ratio and Treynor 

ratio (r=0.832, p<0.001). The correlations between the Sharpe ratio and Jensen’s 

Alpha (r=0.885, p<0.001) and between the Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha (r=0.934, 

p<0.001) are also positive. It shows that there is a highly significant positive 

correlation among the three performance comparison measures of Sharpe ratio and 

Treynor ratio and Jensen’s Alpha. Hence, this suggests that there is somewhat 

significant agreement in the ranking determined by the three measurements. 

4.4.5. Conclusion 

              The chapter compared the performance of social responsibility-themed 

mutual funds and indices. There are several sustainability-themed mutual funds and 

indices offered in India. SBI Mutual Fund introduced the SBI Magnum Equity ESG 

Fund, the first ESG mutual fund, in 1991. It is important to note that the majority of 

the funds were incepted from 2019 onwards. This shows the growing significance of 

ESG investing in India. Compound Annual Returns and Risk-Adjusted Measures 

confirmed that sustainability-themed funds gave investors a respectable return for the 

study period of 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2022. That is, all the sustainability-themed 

funds yielded more than 12 per cent compounded annual returns and when compared 

to broad market indices, these funds are less risky and volatile, with lower beta and 

standard deviation values. It is found from the two-year analysis that all the portfolios 
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yielded more than 40 per cent compounded annual returns except Axis ESG Equity 

Fund. 

             Furthermore, it is evident from the analysis that sustainability-themed 

portfolios also exhibited positive performance in the case of risk-adjusted measures. 

This indicates that social responsibility-themed portfolios outperformed other general 

market proxies, and the risk is also comparatively lower for social responsibility-

themed portfolios. The results are consistent with those of Jasuja et al. (2021), 

Akhileshwari et al. (2021), Jain and Mehrotra (2021); Sood et al. (2022). The result 

suggests that investors can earn a better return by investing in sustainability-themed 

funds and companies.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA ANALYSIS 

5.1. Introduction 

The present study analyses the awareness and perception towards socially 

responsible investment by the Kerala stock market investors and evaluates their 

inclination to invest in socially responsible financial products. For this, data was 

collected from 564 investors with active demat accounts who belonged to any of the 

selected districts (namely, Thiruvananthapuram, Ernakulam, and Kozhikode). The 

awareness, perception and behaviour of the investors may vary from person to person. 

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of the data collected from stock market 

investors in Kerala with respect to their awareness and perception towards socially 

responsible investment (SRI) and their inclination to invest in SRI. The analysis has 

been made as per the objectives of the study. The chapter begins with the 

demographic characteristics of the respondents, followed by information related to 

their participation in the stock market by the respondents and information regarding 

their investment decisions.  The next part of this chapter deals with how familiar 

investors are with the different dimensions of SRI and their perception of SRI. The 

chapter then analyses the factors influencing investors to invest in socially responsible 

investments. 

5.2. Demographic Profile of the Respondents 

The study aims to understand the awareness, perception and behavioural 

intention of stock market investors towards the concept of socially responsible 

investment, and a significant part of the analysis will focus on demographic 

characteristics. Demographic variables may influence the investment behaviour of 

individuals. These characteristics include the district of residence, residential location, 

gender, age, educational qualification, occupation, marital status and average annual 

income. They are deemed important as they may influence how these investors 

perceive and act towards socially responsible investment. By considering 

demographic factors, the study aims to give a more thorough comprehension of the 

stock market investors’ perception towards socially responsible investment. 
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5.2.1. District-wise Classification of the Respondents 

To ensure unbiased sampling, Kerala is divided into three regions and a district 

from each region is chosen randomly through a lottery method. An equal number of 

responses are then gathered from each selected district. 

Table 5.1 

District-wise Classification of the Respondents 

District Frequency Percentage 

Thiruvananthapuram 188 33.3 

Ernakulum 188 33.3 

Kozhikode 188 33.4 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.1 depicts the distribution of respondents by district of residence. Three 

districts are represented in Table 5.1, namely, Thiruvananthapuram, Ernakulum, and 

Kozhikode. The number of respondents from each district is shown in the frequency 

column, while the percentage column shows the proportion of respondents from each 

district as a fraction of the overall number of respondents (564). According to the 

data, Thiruvananthapuram, Ernakulum, and Kozhikode all have the same number of 

respondents (188) and the same fraction of total respondents (33.3 per cent). This 

suggests that the three districts are represented evenly in the sample. 

5.2.2. Residential Location of the Respondents 

The place of residence or residential location of the respondents was classified 

into three categories, namely corporation, municipality, and grama panchayat. The 

residential location-wise classification of the respondents is presented in Table 5.2. 
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Table 5.2 

Residential Location of the Respondents 

Residential location Frequency Percentage 

Corporation 101 17.9 

Municipality 153 27.1 

Grama panchayat 310 55.0 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.2 provides information on the residential location of the investors. It 

shows that more than half of the respondents (55 per cent) reside in grama panchayat, 

27 per cent reside in the municipality, and only 17.9 per cent belong to corporations. 

From the above table, it can be inferred that most sample respondents reside in rural 

areas of Kerala. 

5.2.3. Gender-wise Classification of the Respondents 

It is evident from previous studies that female participation in the stock market 

is much less compared to males in Kerala (Manuel, 2014; George, 2017; Nishad, 

2018; Jyothi, 2020; Benny, 2021). Table 5.3 below represents the gender-wise 

classification of the respondents. The selection of male and female respondents in the 

sample was not done deliberately; instead, it was collected randomly.  

Table 5.3 

Gender-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Male 434 77.0 

Female 117 20.7 

Others 13 2.3 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

According to the above data, 77 per cent are male, with the remaining 23 per 

cent being female and others. This gender-based classification of respondents 

indicates that the majority of respondents are male, which is consistent with the 
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findings of stock market investment-based studies conducted in India, such as those 

conducted by Manuel (2014), George (2017), Nishad (2018), Jyothi (2020), and 

Benny (2021).  

5.2.4. Age-wise Classification of the Respondents 

The respondents have been grouped into three categories: below 30 years, 30-

60 years, and above 60 years. Table 5.4 below represents the age-wise classification of 

the respondents. 

Table 5.4 

Age-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Age (in years) Frequency Percentage 

Below 30 years 243 43.1 

30-60 years 315 55.9 

Above 60 years 6 1 

Total 564 100 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.4 exhibits age wise distribution of the investors. It illustrates that 43.1 

per cent of respondents belong to the below 30 years age group, 55.9 per cent belong 

to the 30-60 years age group, and only 1 per cent belong to the above 60 years age 

group. It is pertinent to note that the respondents above the age of 60 are negligible (1 

per cent). This indicates the relatively low participation of older people in stock 

market investment. The data also suggests that 99 per cent of the respondents are 

either younger than 30 or between the ages of 30 and 60.  

5.2.5. Education-wise Classification of the Respondents 

As per the National Survey of India, Kerala is the most literate state in India, 

with the highest female literacy rate and second-highest male literacy rate after 

Lakshadweep (The Global Statistics, 2023). Education plays a crucial role in shaping 

investment decisions (Manuel, 2014; George, 2017; Jyothi, 2020). Respondents were 

divided into six categories based on their education level and presented in Table 5.5 
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Table 5.5 

Education-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Educational qualification Frequency Percentage 

Below SSLC 8 1.4 

SSLC 35 6.2 

Plus Two 114 20.2 

Graduation 214 37.9 

Post-Graduation 166 29.4 

Others 27 4.8 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.5 presents the classification of the investors based on their education. 

Of the 564 investors, 37.9 per cent of the respondents have graduation as their highest 

qualification, followed by those with post-graduational qualification (29.4 per cent). 

Only 1.4 per cent had schooling below the SSLC level, compared to 20.2 per cent 

who had finished Plus Two and 6.2 per cent who had an SSLC degree. The remaining 

4.8 per cent of respondents were investors with diplomas, PhDs, Chartered 

Accountants and completed specialised courses. 

5.2.6. Occupation-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Occupation is a significant source of income for individuals and can greatly 

influence their investment decisions (Manuel, 2014; George, 2017; Jyothi, 2020). The 

Table 5.6 provides an understanding of the different occupational backgrounds of the 

respondents. The respondents are classified into six categories: business, profession, 

government employee, private employee, retired and others. 

Table 5.6 

Occupation-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Occupation Frequency Percentage 

Business 76 13.5 

Profession 129 22.9 

Government Employee 105 18.6 
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Private Employee 210 37.2 

Retired 8 1.4 

others 36 6.4 

Total 564 100.0 

        Source: Primary data 

Of the total, 210 (37.2 per cent) are employed in the private sector and 129 

(22.9 per cent) are professionals. 105 (18.6 per cent) respondents work in the 

government sector, which is a sizable percentage and 13.5 per cent are involved in the 

business. Only a small percentage of respondents (1.4 per cent) are retired. The 

remaining 6.4 per cent of respondents include students, researchers, homemakers and 

self-employed people. 

5.2.7. Marital Status-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Marital status influences the spending habits and savings habits of individuals. 

Marital status is an important factor that influences the investment decisions of 

individuals (Rana & Vibha, 2017). Marital status may influence the spending and 

saving habits of individuals to a great extent. Thus, the respondents are grouped into 

four categories as presented in Table 5.7. 

Table 5.7 

Marital Status-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Marital status Frequency Percentage 

Single 194 34.4 

Married 353 62.6 

Widowed 10 1.8 

Separated 7 1.2 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

It is clear from Table 5.7 that the majority of respondents, 62.6 per cent (353 

respondents), are married. 34.4 per cent (194 respondents) are single, 1.8 per cent (10 

respondents) are widowed and 1.2 per cent (7 respondents) are separated. 
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5.2.8. Annual Income-wise Classification of the Respondents 

The average annual income from all sources is an important variable in 

determining the economic status and investment habits of an individual (Manuel, 

2014; Jyothi, 2020). The respondents are categorized into five categories based on 

annual income. 

Table 5.8 

Annual Income-wise Classification of the Respondents 

Average annual income (in rupees) Frequency Percentage 

Below Rs.250000 188 33.3 

Rs.250001- Rs.500000 155 27.5 

Rs.500001- Rs.750000 68 12.1 

Rs.750001- Rs.1000000 66 11.7 

Above Rs.1000000 87 15.4 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.8 portrays the average annual income-wise distribution of 564 

investors.  A significant proportion of the respondents (33.3 per cent) have incomes 

under Rs. 250000 whereas 27.5 per cent fall into Rs.250001- Rs.500000 range. There 

is only a small difference in the percentage of responses between the categories of 

Rs.500001– Rs.750000 and Rs.750001– Rs.1000000, with proportions of 12.1 per 

cent and 11.7 per cent, respectively. Finally, 15.4 per cent (87 respondents) have an 

average annual income above Rs.1000000. 

5.3. Information Related to Stock Market Participation 

To gain an in-depth understanding of investors’ attitudes, perceptions, and 

behaviours towards socially responsible investment, gathering information about their 

engagement in the stock market is important. The level of involvement in the stock 

market is an important signal of their trust and confidence in the stock market 

(Manuel, 2014; Jyothi, 2020).  
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This information related to investors’ participation in the stock market should include:  

 Investors’ experience with the stock market. 

 The investment alternatives preferred by the investors. 

 The trading methods preferred by the respondents. 

 The average length of time they hold their investments. 

 Their level of knowledge about investments. 

 The frequency with which they trade. 

 The main reasons for their investing decisions. 

 Their preferred investment type depends on their risk tolerance and expected 

return. 

 How they will react if the stock trading outcomes are negative, such as 

whether they will sell their stocks or keep them. 

Examining this data can provide a comprehensive knowledge of the factors 

influencing investors’ preference and their attitudes to socially responsible investing. 

5.3.1. Experience in Stock Market Operation 

The stock market experience of investors has a considerable impact on their 

investment selections. It affects their perception, cognition, and investment attitude 

(Manuel, 2014; Jyothi, 2020). Based on their stock market experience, respondents 

are classified into five major groups. The classification of respondents into these 

groups is presented in Table 5.9. 

Table 5.9 

Experience in Stock Market Operation 

Experience (in years) Frequency Percentage 

Below one year 132 23.4 

1- 3 years 159 28.2 

3-5 years 155 27.5 

5-10 years 96 17.0 

Above 10 years 22 3.9 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 
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It is seen from Table 5.9 that a significant proportion of investors (159 

respondents) have only limited stock market experience of 1-3 years, and 23.4 percent 

have less than one year of experience. This could imply that a substantial proportion 

of investors are new to the stock market and are still learning about it and its 

operations. However, just 3.9 per cent of investors have more than ten years of trading 

expertise. These investors could have a better understanding of how the stock market 

works. Furthermore, 17.5 per cent of investors have 5-10 years of experience, while 

27.5 per cent have 3-5 years of experience. 

5.3.2. Investment Avenues Preferred 

Previous studies suggest that the typical investment choices preferred by 

Keralites are bank deposits, insurance schemes, chit funds and gold (Sajoy, 2015; 

Ninan, 2019). This study focuses on the attitude and behaviour of stock market 

investors in Kerala, and thus, their preferences for direct equity investments, mutual 

funds, and Systematic Investment Plans (SIPs) were considered. 

5.3.2.1. Preference for Direct Equity 

Direct equity investment involves purchasing shares of a company and earning 

profits through dividends and capital appreciation. This type of investment directly 

exposes the investor to the stock market and the performance of the company they are 

invested in. Table 5.10 presents the breakdown of respondents according to their 

inclination towards direct equity investment. 

Table 5.10 

Preference for Direct Equity 

Preference Frequency Percentage 

Preferred 503 89.2 

Not preferred 61 10.8 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

It can be noticed from Table 5.10 that the majority of the respondents (89.2 per 

cent), stated a preference for direct equity investment. On the other hand, only a 
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minority, 10.8 per cent of respondents expressed their non-preference for direct equity 

investment.  

5.3.2.2. Preference for Mutual Fund 

A mutual fund is a financial instrument that pools the savings of the investors 

and invests in securities of listed companies.  A mutual fund provides the opportunity 

for small investors to access professionally managed funds. Table 5.11 displays the 

data on investors’ preferences for mutual funds. 

Table 5.11 

Preference for Mutual Fund 

Preference Frequency Percentage 

Preferred 266 47.2 

Not preferred 298 52.8 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Of the total, a significant proportion of investors, 266, preferred mutual fund 

investment, whereas more than half of the investors (52.8 per cent) do not prefer to 

invest in mutual funds.  

5.3.2.3. Preference for SIP (Systematic Investment Plan) 

The Systematic Investment Plan (SIP) is an increasingly popular investment 

option that enables individuals to invest a small amount of money regularly, instead of 

making a large lump sum investment. Table 5.12 exhibits the preference of 

respondents for SIP. 

Table 5.12 

Preference for SIP (Systematic Investment Plan) 

Preference Frequency Percentage 

Preferred 286 50.7 

Not preferred 278 49.3 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.12 reveals that 50.7 per cent (286 respondents) preferred SIP 

investment, whereas 49.3 per cent (278 respondents) did not. 

5.3.2.4. Preference for Other Investment Alternatives 

Table 5.13 presents the data on the preference of respondents for other forms 

of financial instruments in the stock market, besides equity, mutual funds, and SIP. 

Participants were given the option to choose others in the questionnaire, and their 

preference is shown in Table 5.13. 

Table 5.13 

Preference for Other Investment Alternatives 

Preference Frequency Percentage 

Preferred 12 2.1 

Not preferred 552 97.9 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

The percentage analysis shows that only a small proportion (2.1 per cent) of 

investors expressed their preference for alternative investment options. These options 

include ETFs (Exchange Traded Funds), bonds, futures and options, gold ETFs, gold 

bonds, commodity derivatives, and sovereign gold bonds (SGB). The remaining 97.9 

per cent of investors did not show a preference for alternative investment options. 

The data shows the preferences of investors in various investment avenues, 

including direct equity, mutual funds, Systematic Investment Plans (SIPs), and others. 

This analysis of data on the preference of investors towards various investment 

alternatives indicated that direct equity is the most desired investment option among 

investors, with 89.2 per cent showing a preference for it. Systematic Investment Plans 

(SIPs) were the second most popular option, with 50.7 per cent of investors preferring 

them. Mutual funds were the third most popular option, with 47.2 per cent of investors 

choosing them. In summary, direct equity is substantially more popular than mutual 

funds, SIPs, and other investment alternatives, while SIPs are favoured over mutual 

funds and other investment options. 
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5.3.3. Mode of Trading Preferred 

There are different modus for buying and selling shares. The investors are 

grouped into four categories based on the mode of trading preferred, namely, online 

trading, broker services, sub-broker and franchisee of large broker. Online trading is 

now one of the most popular methods of trading in which the investor can buy and 

sell securities with the help of computers and the internet; even by using a mobile 

phone, the trading can be done online. Stockbroking is an old form of trading in which 

investors approach stock brokers to buy and sell securities. The investors can trade 

with the help of sub-brokers, who act as intermediaries between the main brokers and 

the investors. The investors can also trade with the help of franchisees of large 

brokers. The preference of investors with regard to different trading methods is 

presented in Table 5.14. 

Table 5.14 

Mode of Trading Preferred 

Mode Frequency Percentage 

Online trading 461 81.7 

Broker services 86 15.2 

Sub-broker 11 2.0 

Franchisee of a large broker 6 1.1 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

The survey results revealed that the majority of respondents, 81.7 per cent, 

prefer online trading over other modes of trading. This suggests that many investors 

prefer online platforms for trading due to their convenience and accessibility. On the 

other hand, only 15.2 per cent of the respondents prefer broker services for trading. 

Stock brokers offer professionally managed financial services, but their use is less 

common among investors than internet trading. A very small proportion of 

respondents, 2 per cent and 1.1 per cent, respectively, preferred sub-brokers and 

franchisees of large brokers over other modes of trading.  
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5.3.4. Average Holding Period of Investment 

It is assumed that investors tend to keep their investments for extended 

periods, believing that this will lead to higher returns over the long term (Nishad, 

2018). Table 5.15 classifies investors into four groups based on the average holding 

period of their investments.  

Table 5.15 

Average Holding Period of Investment 

Holding period (in years) Frequency Percentage 

Below 1 year 269 47.7 

1-3 years 191 33.9 

3-5 years 42 7.4 

Above 5 years 62 11 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.15 illustrates that nearly half of the investors, 47.7 per cent of 

investors retain their assets for less than a year. That is, a significant portion of 

investors sell their investments within one year. One-third, 33.9 per cent of investors 

hold their assets for one to three years. More than seven per cent have a holding time 

of 3 to 5 years.  The remaining 11 per cent have an average holding period of more 

than 5 years. 

5.3.5. Knowledge of Investments 

Table 5.16 displays the categorization of investors based on their self-assessed 

knowledge of investments. The investors are asked to rate their level of knowledge 

and the results are divided into five categories, ranging from poor to excellent. 

Table 5.16 

Knowledge of Investments 

Knowledge Frequency Percentage 

Poor 4 0.7 

Fair 94 16.7 
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Good 380 67.3 

Very good 80 14.2 

Excellent 6 1.1 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.16 depicts the categorization of investors based on their level of 

knowledge of their investments. It reveals that the majority of investors (380 

respondents) have a decent degree of investment knowledge, 16.7 per cent of 

investors have a fair knowledge of investments and 14.2 per cent of investors have a 

very good understanding of investments. It is also evident that the level of knowledge 

is found to be very limited for a small proportion of investors (0.7 per cent) and only 

1.1 per cent of the investors have an excellent understanding of their investment. 

5.3.6. Frequency of Trading 

There are different kinds of investors; some may actively buy and sell shares, 

and some may buy shares and hold them for several years. The investors are divided 

into five groups based on how often they buy and sell shares. These groups include 

daily, weekly, monthly, yearly and occasional.  

Table 5.17 

Frequency of Trading 

Frequency of trading Frequency Percentage 

Daily 127 22.5 

Weekly 164 29.1 

Monthly 154 27.3 

Yearly 7 1.2 

Occasionally 112 19.9 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

Table 5.17 displays the frequency of trading among investors. It shows that 

among 564 investors surveyed, the highest number of investors (164) traded weekly, 

followed by 154 trading monthly and 127 engaging in daily trading activities. Around 
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20 per cent of the investors are occasional traders and only a minute percentage (1.2 

per cent) trade yearly.  

5.3.7. Motives for Investing in the Stock Market 

The main motive behind investing in the stock market is to increase the 

personal wealth of the individuals. Investors can earn returns mainly through capital 

appreciation, dividends, and several other reasons for investing in the stock market. 

Table 5.18 displays the motives behind investing in the stock market. The respondents 

were asked to rank their reasons for investing in the stock market. The table lists 

seven variables used to study the influence of different motives. The variables include 

return, safety, liquidity, capital appreciation, tax benefit, diversification benefit and 

taking part in CSR activities of the invested company. The mean rank was calculated 

to determine the influence of each motive, and based on the mean rank, the motives 

were ranked from the most influential to the least influential. 

Table 5.18 

Motives for Investing in the Stock Market 

Motives N Mean Rank 
Rank based on 

Influence 

Return 564 1.1099 1 

Safety 564 4.8191 5 

Liquidity 564 3.6649 3 

Capital appreciation 564 2.3351 2 

Tax benefit 564 5.3262 6 

Diversification benefit 564 3.9273 4 

Take part in CSR 564 6.8121 7 

        Source: Primary data 

Table 5.18 clearly shows that the most influential factor that attracts investors 

to the stock market is the return from the investment, with a mean rank of 1.1099. 

This means that most investors are interested in increasing their return through the 

stock market. The second most influential factor attracting investors is the capital 

appreciation they get from their financial assets, with a mean rank of 2.3351, followed 

by liquidity, with a mean rank of 3.6649. Diversification benefits, safety, tax benefits, 
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and participation in corporate social responsibility were found to be less influential 

motivations, with mean ranks of 3.9273, 4.8191, 5.3262, and 6.8121, respectively. 

It is clear from the Table 5.18 that the investors are mainly driven by the 

potential for return and capital appreciation, with safety, liquidity, and diversification 

playing a secondary role in their investment decisions and participation in corporate 

social responsibility being the least important motivator. 

5.3.7.1. Motives and their Influence on Investing in the Stock Market 

To study whether there is any significant difference in the influence of motives 

for investing in the stock market, a hypothesis was formed and tested with the help of 

the Friedman test. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the influence of motives for investing 

in the stock market 

H1: There is a significant difference in the influence of motives for investing 

in the stock market 

The above hypothesis is validated using the Friedman test and the result is 

exhibited below in Table 5.19. 

Table 5.19 

Result of Friedman test 

Motives 
Mean Rank 

(Influence) 

 

Chi-square 

 

DF 

 

P value 

Return 1.11 

2607.785 6 <0.001 

Safety 4.82 

Liquidity 3.67 

Capital appreciation 2.34 

Tax benefit 5.33 

Diversification benefit 3.93 

Take part in CSR 6.81 

          Source: Primary data 
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A Friedman test was carried out to find the significant difference in the 

influence of motives on investing in the stock market. The result showed that the Sig. 

value (p) is less than 0.001, which means the null hypothesis is rejected. This 

indicates a significant difference between the influences of the various motivations on 

stock market investment and that all the motives have a significantly different 

influence on trading securities.  

5.3.8. Kind of Investment Preferred 

The return and risk characteristics are different for different investment 

alternatives and the return and risk expectations of investors are also different. It is 

assumed that when risk is high, the return will also be high; when the risks is low, the 

return will also be low. Investors can be classified into three categories based onrisk 

expectations: risk takers, risk neutrals, and risk averters. Risk takers usually invest in 

highly risky investment avenues, risk neutrals invest in medium-risk investment 

options, and risk averters invest in risk-free investment options.  

Table 5.20 

Kind of Investment Preferred 

Kind of investment Frequency Percentage 

High risk - High return 182 32.3 

Low risk - Low return 53 9.4 

Normal risk-Normal return 329 58.3 

Total 564 100.0 

       Source: Primary data 

It is seen from Table 5.20 that the majority of the investors, 329 investors 

(58.3 per cent) favoured investments with normal risk and normal return 

characteristics. The second most popular option was high risk-high return investments 

selected by 182 (32.3 per cent) investors. Only 53 (9.4 per cent) investors chose 

investments with low risk and returns, which was the least preferred option.  
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5.3.8.1. Kind of Investment Preferred and Experience in the Stock Market 

A comparison is made between the kind of investment preferred by the 

respondents and their experience in the stock market. The result of the comparison is 

disclosed in Table 5.21. 

Table 5.21 

Comparison of Kind of Investment Preferred and Experience in the Stock 

Market 

 

Kind of Investment interested 

Total High Risk - High 

Return 
Low Risk - Low Return 

Normal Risk-Normal 

Return 

Experience Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage  

Below one 

year 
36 27.27% 24 18.18% 72 54.54% 132 

1- 3 years 59 37.11% 7 44.03% 93 58.49% 159 

3-5 years 44 28.39% 9 58.06% 102 65.81% 155 

5-10 years 30 31.25% 13 13.54% 53 55.21% 96 

Above 10 

years 
13 59.09 0 0 9 40.91% 22 

Total 182 32.27% 53 9.4% 329 58.33% 564 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.21 illustrates the relationship between respondents’ stock market 

experience and their preferred type of investment. The table reveals that more than 

half of the investors (54.54 per cent) with less than one year of experience prefer 

investments with normal risk - normal return characteristics. These investors may 

favour investments with normal risk and return characteristics due to a lack of 

experience. Additionally, 27.27 per cent of investors with below one year of 

experience chose high risk - high return securities and 18.18 per cent chose low risk - 

low return securities. The table also shows that most respondents (93 investors) with 

1-3 years of experience also prefer normal risk - normal return securities. Meanwhile, 

44.03 per cent prefer low risk - low return securities and 37.11 per cent prefer high 

risk - high return securities. 
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Similarly, most investors in the 3-5 years and 5-10 years categories also prefer 

normal risk-normal return securities. However, highly experienced investors with 

more than 10 years of experience prefer high risk - high return securities and normal 

risk - normal return securities, with no one showing interest in low risk-low return 

securities. Their vast experience may have led to their confidence in investing in high 

risk and normal risk investment alternatives. 

It is evident that the majority of investors prefer normal risk - normal return 

securities (58.33 per cent), followed by high risk - high return securities (32.27 per 

cent), with low risk - low return securities being the least preferred (9.4 per cent). 

5.3.9. Action Preferred by Investors if Share Trading Gives Negative Results 

Share markets are highly volatile and stock prices fluctuate constantly due to 

changes in market activity. Thus, share trading can result in both profits and losses. 

When share trading results in a loss, investors may consider various actions, such as 

withdrawing their investment, waiting for the loss to be recovered before 

withdrawing, investing more since the market is cheap, or reallocating their 

investment to other stocks. Table 5.22 lists investors’ preferred and non-preferred 

actions when the share price falls in the market. 

Table 5.22 

Action Preferred by Investors if Share Trading Gives Negative Results 

 
Action 

Preferred Not preferred 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Withdraw money from the 
investment 

105 18.6% 459 81.4% 

Wait till the loss is 
recovered and then 
withdraw the money 

143 25.4% 421 74.6% 

Opt to invest more since the 
market is comparatively 
cheaper 

167 29.6% 397 70.4% 

Reinvest money in other 
stocks 

87 15.4% 477 84.6% 

Will invest a part in 
alternative strategies 

18 3.2% 546 96.8% 

Others 44 7.8% 519 92% 

Source: Primary data 
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It can be observed from Table 5.22 that investors prefer different actions when 

faced with negative results in share trading. The most popular action, preferred by 

29.6 per cent of the investors, is to invest more since the market is cheaper. This might 

result from investors believing they can benefit when share prices increase.  25.4 per 

cent of the respondents chose to wait for the loss to be recovered before withdrawing 

their money. On the other hand, 18.6 per cent of the investors opted to withdraw their 

money from the investment immediately. Some investors (15.4 per cent) decided to 

reinvest their money in other stocks. Only a small percentage, 3.2%, chose to invest in 

alternative strategies. The others category, which includes a variety of options 

proposed by the respondents, such as opting for a stop loss, averaging the price, 

thoroughly studying the situation and switching strategies, was preferred by 44 

respondents. Overall, it appears that most investors in the market tend to either wait 

for their losses to recover or to invest more when the market is cheaper. A smaller 

number of respondents prefer to withdraw their money from the investment or 

reinvest in other stocks, and an even smaller number opt for alternative strategies. 

5.4. Awareness on Socially Responsible Investment 

The first objective of this study is to estimate the awareness level on socially 

responsible investment by the stock market investors in Kerala. To achieve this 

objective, data was collected from primary sources and analysed with the help of 

suitable tools. The awareness is studied under four heads and they include: 

 Awareness on different aspects of Socially responsible investment 

 Awareness on sustainability-themed indices 

 Awareness on sustainability-themed funds 

 General awareness related to sustainability 

The data on awareness on the four dimensions above was collected from the 

respondents by using a five-point scale and the responses were quantified by allotting 

5 points to ‘Extremely aware, 4 points to ‘Moderately aware’, 3 points to ‘Somewhat 

aware’, 2 points to ‘Slightly aware’ and 1 point to ‘Not at all aware. The awareness on 

each variable was determined by calculating the arithmetic mean of all respondents’ 

responses. The overall awareness on different aspects of socially responsible 

investment was calculated using the mean percentile score (MPS), which was 
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determined by considering all four dimensions. The four dimensions were calculated, 

and the overall awareness was calculated using the variables from all four dimensions. 

MPS = Total Score of all variables 
X 100 

Maximum Score 

5.4.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

SRI is a broad concept with many aspects and facets. To evaluate awareness 

levels on socially responsible investments, it is also necessary to evaluate the 

awareness on related concepts. Table 5.23 presents the awareness levels of the 

investors in Kerala towards the concept of socially responsible investments and its 

related concepts.  

Table 5.23 

Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Concepts N Mean Std. Deviation 

Socially responsible investment 564 2.6401 1.44646 

Ethical investment 564 3.1223 1.41331 

Community investment 564 2.3706 1.31770 

ESG investment 564 2.4699 1.41577 

Sustainable investment 564 2.5027 1.42471 

Mission-based investment 564 2.5550 1.44852 

Impact investment 564 2.2092 1.34423 

Islamic investment 564 2.4929 1.51779 

Green bond 564 2.1915 1.31754 

Green governance 564 2.2642 1.38607 

Source: Primary data 

The mean and standard deviation of the respondents’ awareness on different 

aspects of socially responsible investing are shown in Table 5.23. The highest mean 

score, 3.1223, for the concept of ethical investing indicates that respondents are aware 

of it. Socially responsible investing comes in second place with a mean score of 

2.6401, but the degree of awareness is comparatively very low.  With a standard 

deviation of 1.31754, the Green Bond has the lowest mean score (2.1915). With mean 
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scores ranging from 2.1915 to 2.5550, the other concepts, such as community 

investment, ESG investing, sustainable investment, mission-based investment, impact 

investment, Islamic investment, green bonds, and green governance, have lower levels 

of awareness. In general, the data suggests that the participants have a moderate to 

low understanding of concepts related to socially responsible investment, with ethical 

investment being the most widely known among them. 

5.4.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

There are several social responsibility-themed indexes and funds available in 

India. These funds are an option for investors who want to earn financial and non-

financial gains. The S&P BSE 100 ESG Index, S&P BSE CARBONEX, and S&P 

BSE GREENEX are three social responsibility-themed indexes offered by the 

Bombay Stock Exchange (BSE). The NIFTY100 ESG Index and the NIFTY 100 

Enhanced ESG Index are two social responsibility-themed indexes offered by the 

National Stock Exchange (NSE). MSCI ESG India Index is also an ESG-based index 

offered in India. Table 5.24 shows the degree of awareness on different sustainability-

themed indices by the investors in Kerala.  

Table 5.24 

Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

Indices N Mean Std. Deviation 

S&P BSE 100 ESG Index 564 2.8191 1.49573 

S&P BSE CARBONEX 564 2.2642 1.36802 

S&P BSE GREENEX 564 2.2234 1.32864 

NIFTY100 ESG Index 564 2.6809 1.46271 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index 564 2.4894 1.43475 

MSCI ESG India Index 564 2.2465 1.33057 

Source: Primary data 

The investors’ awareness on various sustainability-themed indices is depicted 

in Table 5.24 and it is evaluated by using mean and standard deviation. The S&P BSE 

100 ESG Index has the highest mean score of 2.8191 and a standard deviation of 

1.49573, followed by the Nifty 100 ESG Index, which has a mean score of 2.6809 and 

a standard deviation of 1.46271. The mean score is the lowest (2.2234) for the S&P 
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BSE GREENEX, with a standard deviation 1.32864. It can be observed that the 

average level of awareness is relatively low for all indices, with mean scores ranging 

from 2.2234 to 2.8191. These results imply that investors have a low level of 

knowledge of sustainability-themed indices. 

5.4.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

In India, there are several funds with social responsibility themes. 

Sustainability-themed funds or socially responsible mutual funds are a type of mutual 

fund that considers not only traditional financial performance metrics but also 

environmental, social, or ethical factors in the investment decision-making process. 

These funds seek to invest in companies meeting specific social, environmental, or 

ethical criteria or considering certain CSR standards (Nilsson, 2008). Table 5.25 

exhibits how knowledgeable the investors in Kerala are about several sustainability-

themed funds.  

Table 5.25 

Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

Funds N Mean Std. Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund 564 2.3582 1.43643 

Tata Ethical Fund 564 2.6773 1.49794 

Nippon India Shariah BeEs 564 2.4131 1.46040 

Axis ESG Equity Fund 564 2.2518 1.38133 

Quantum India ESG Equity Fund 564 2.0727 1.29764 

Taurus Ethical Fund 564 2.3582 1.43643 

Avendus India ESG Fund 564 2.6791 1.49773 

Mirae Asset ESG Sector Leaders ETF 564 2.0727 1.29764 

Aditya Birla Sun Life ESG fund 564 2.4131 1.46040 

ICICI prudential ESG fund 564 2.2500 1.38101 

Kotak ESG opportunities fund 564 2.2004 1.38910 

Quant ESG equity fund 564 1.9752 1.25565 

Invesco ESG equity fund 564 2.1667 1.37106 

HSBC Global Equity Climate Change Fund of 

Fund 
564 2.2234 1.37592 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.25 illustrates investor knowledge of key sustainability-related funds 

and assesses it using mean and standard deviation. The Avendus India ESG Fund has 

the highest mean score of 2.6791 and a standard deviation of 1.49773, followed by the 

Tata Ethical Fund, which has a mean score of 2.6773 and a standard deviation of 

1.49794. The mean score is the lowest (1.9752) for the Quant ESG equity fund, with a 

standard deviation 1.32864. The mean score for awareness across all funds is low, 

with values ranging from 1.9752 to 2.6791. This data also suggests that investors have 

a low level of awareness regarding sustainability-themed funds. 

5.4.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

General awareness on sustainability is measured based on investors’ 

familiarity with the CSR activities undertaken by the companies, as well as their 

knowledge of sustainability reporting, ESG scores, sustainability rating agencies, and 

the companies that make up social responsibility-themed indices. Table 5.26 portrays 

the general awareness of investors concerning sustainability. 

Table 5.26 

General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

Sustainability related variables N Mean Std. Deviation 

Noticing the CSR initiatives of 

invested companies 
564 2.6525 1.24872 

Awareness on sustainability reporting 

of companies 
564 2.6099 1.32618 

Noticing the companies that are doing 

sustainability reporting 
564 2.4645 1.34223 

Received information about 

sustainability rating agencies 
564 2.2570 1.3015 

Received information about ESG 

(Environment, Social and Governance) 

scores of companies 

564 2.1986 1.28784 

Noticed the companies that constitute 

sustainability-themed indices 
564 2.2482 1.32019 

      Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.26 presents the awareness level of investors about CSR activities, 

corporate sustainable practices and other variables related to sustainability. Noticing 

of CSR initiatives of the companies has the highest mean score (2.6525) compared to 

other variables. Even though it is the highest among them, the mean score of all the 

variables is low. The mean score is lowest (2.1986) for the awareness on information 

related to ESG scores of the companies. This data also suggests a low level of 

awareness on the part of investors with respect to sustainability.  

5.4.5. The Relationship between Demographic Variables and Awareness on 

Socially Responsible Investment 

To determine the existence of any relationship between demographic variables 

and awareness on socially responsible investment, hypotheses are formulated and 

tested with the help of suitable statistical tools. The demographic variables such as 

gender, age, educational qualification, occupation, marital status and average annual 

income are compared with different dimensions of SRI awareness and overall SRI 

awareness. 

5.4.5.1. The Relationship between Gender and Awareness on Socially Responsible 

Investment 

A gender-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of awareness on 

socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially responsible 

investment. 

5.4.5.1.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: 

Gender-wise Comparison 

A comparison is made between awareness on different aspects of socially 

responsible investment across different genders.  The mean and standard deviation of 

the awareness are presented in Table 5.27. 
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Table 5.27 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Gender-wise Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Variables 

Male Female Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Socially responsible 

investment 
2.5853 1.42669 2.8718 1.51167 2.3846 1.38675 

Ethical investment 3.0553 1.43099 3.3590 1.32262 3.2308 1.48064 

Community investment 2.3249 1.31538 2.5470 1.32935 2.3077 1.25064 

ESG investment 2.4194 1.39752 2.6325 1.46569 2.6923 1.54837 

Sustainable investment 2.4550 1.39888 2.6581 1.50380 2.6923 1.54837 

Mission-based investment 2.5300 1.44819 2.6068 1.46191 2.9231 1.38212 

Impact investment 2.1728 1.32138 2.3590 1.44115 2.0769 1.18754 

Islamic investment 2.4724 1.52740 2.5812 1.49274 2.3846 1.50214 

Green bond 2.1359 1.29395 2.4274 1.39776 1.9231 1.18754 

Green governance 2.1982 1.35326 2.5128 1.48913 2.2308 1.36344 

Total Awareness on 

Different Aspects of 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

48.7483 22.12577 53.1111 21.54137 49.6923 21.14783 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.27 compares the degree of gender-specific awareness of key socially 

responsible investment-related concepts. The mean and standard deviation reveal that 

respondents of all genders have little understanding of various aspects of SRI, with 

mean scores ranging from 1.9231 to 3.3590 and standard deviations from 1.18754 to 

1.54837. All genders had the highest mean score for ethical investment, with averages 

of 3.0553 for males, 3.3590 for females, and 3.2308 for those who identified as 

others. This implies that ethical investing is something respondents of all genders 

know. For other aspects of SRI, the mean score is low for all genders. The data shows 

that female investors have a slightly higher level of awareness (mean score is 53.1111) 

about different aspects of SRI compared to male investors (mean score is 48.7483) 

and the other category (mean score is 49.6923). Moreover, the other category 

investors have a slightly higher overall awareness on various aspects of SRI than male 
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investors. The data suggests a lack of proper understanding of various aspects of SRI 

among individuals of all gender groups. 

5.4.5.1.1.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Awareness on 

Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

To identify whether there is any difference in awareness on different aspects of 

SRI and gender, a hypothesis was developed, which is described below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different genders. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different genders. 

A non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test, was used to test the 

hypothesis because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.28. 

Table 5.28 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Awareness on Different Aspects 

of Socially Responsible Investment 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Gender) 

N Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially 

Responsible Investment 

Male 433 274.46 

4.270 0.118 
Female 117 309.42 

Others 13 286.35 

Total 563  

Source: Primary data 

It can be seen from Table 5.28 that the p-value (Sig. value 0.118) is greater 

than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. This implies that there is no significant 

difference in the level of awareness among investors of different genders regarding 

various aspects of SRI. 
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5.4.5.1.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices: Gender-wise Comparison 

Table 5.29 compares the level of awareness about various sustainability-

themed indices among different genders. The mean and standard deviation are shown 

to provide an understanding of the level of awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices among investors of different genders.  

Table 5.29 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Gender-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

Variables 

Gender 

Male Female Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

S&P BSE 100 ESG 

Index 
2.8134 1.48424 2.8974 1.53906 2.3077 1.49358 

S&P BSE 

CARBONEX 
2.2005 1.35036 2.5214 1.42996 2.0769 1.18754 

S&P BSE 

GREENEX 
2.1705 1.32255 2.4359 1.35433 2.0769 1.18754 

NIFTY100 ESG 

Index 
2.6290 1.44912 2.8974 1.50508 2.4615 1.45002 

NIFTY 100 

Enhanced ESG Index 
2.4171 1.41055 2.7949 1.50596 2.1538 1.28103 

MSCI ESG India 

Index 
2.2189 1.33024 2.3590 1.34204 2.1538 1.28103 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-

themed indices 

48.1644 24.94612 53.0199 25.88281 44.1026 24.68895 

Source: Primary data 

The level of awareness of various sustainability-themed indices among 

investors of all genders is shown in Table 5.29.  For the S&P BSE 100 ESG Index and 

NIFTY100 ESG Index across all gender groupings, the mean scores are somewhat 

higher.  The S&P BSE 100 ESG Index for men has a mean score of 2.8134 and a 

standard deviation of 1.48424. The mean score for the same index for females is 
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2.8974, with a standard deviation of 1.53906, while the mean score for those who 

identify as others is 2.3077, with a standard deviation of 1.49358. According to the 

data, female investors had a slightly higher mean score for all sustainability indices 

than male and others category investors, indicating a somewhat greater degree of 

awareness. However, the overall data suggest a lack of proper awareness about 

various sustainability-themed indices among individuals of all genders. 

5.4.5.1.2.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

To test if there is any difference in awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices and gender, a hypothesis was developed as described below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed indices among different genders. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices among different genders. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test, 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.30. 

Table 5.30 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

 
Dependent Variable 

Independent 
variable 
(Gender) N Mean Rank 

 
Kruskal-
Wallis H 

 
P value 

Awareness on 
Sustainability-themed 
Indices 

Male 434 277.03  
3.741 

 
0.154 Female 117 306.68 

Others 13 247.50 
Total 564  

       Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.30 depicts that the p-value (Sig value. 0.154) is greater than 0.05, 

meaning the null hypothesis is accepted. This means there is no significant difference 

in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed indices among investors of 

different genders. 

5.4.5.1.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds: Gender–wise Comparison 

The awareness level of different genders about sustainability-themed funds is 

illustrated in Table 5.31. The mean and standard deviation are presented to give an 

insight into the level of understanding regarding sustainability-themed funds among 

individuals of different genders. 

Table 5.31 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Gender-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Variables 

Gender 

Male Female Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity 

ESG Fund 
2.2903 1.41700 2.6496 1.49894 2.0000 1.22474 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.6313 1.49133 2.8547 1.51011 2.6154 1.60927 

Nippon India Shariah 

BeEs 
2.3779 1.43692 2.5726 1.54427 2.1538 1.46322 

Axis ESG Equity Fund 2.2074 1.36209 2.4530 1.46509 1.9231 1.11516 

Quantum India ESG 

Equity Fund 
2.0276 1.26388 2.2906 1.42671 1.6154 .96077 

Taurus Ethical Fund 2.2903 1.41700 2.6496 1.49894 2.0000 1.22474 

Avendus India ESG 

Fund 
2.6336 1.49112 2.8547 1.51011 2.6154 1.60927 

Mirae Asset ESG Sector 

Leaders ETF 
2.0276 1.26388 2.2906 1.42671 1.6154 .96077 

Aditya Birla Sun Life 

ESG fund 
2.3779 1.43692 2.5726 1.54427 2.1538 1.46322 

ICICI prudential ESG 

fund 
2.2051 1.36159 2.4530 1.46509 1.9231 1.11516 



185 
 

Kotak ESG 

opportunities fund 
2.1406 1.36808 2.4188 1.43982 2.2308 1.53590 

Quant ESG equity fund 1.9424 1.23232 2.1453 1.35357 1.5385 .96742 

Invesco ESG equity 

fund 
2.1336 1.34752 2.3077 1.45307 2.0000 1.41421 

HSBC Global Equity 

Climate Change Fund of 

Fund 

2.1820 1.35808 2.4103 1.45124 1.9231 1.18754 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Funds 

44.9539 24.27630 49.8901 26.36502 40.4396 20.62282 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.31 presents the mean and standard deviation of the awareness levels 

for various sustainability-themed funds for men, women, and others. The table reveals 

that the individual mean scores of the funds range from 1.23232 to 2.8547, and the 

total mean awareness score for all the sustainability-themed funds listed in the table is 

44.9539 for male respondents, 49.8901 for female respondents, and 40.4396 for the 

others category, with corresponding standard deviations of 24.27630, 26.36502, and 

20.62282. This indicates that investors from all genders are not particularly familiar 

with funds with a sustainability focus. It is also clear from the table that female 

investors have a slightly greater level of knowledge than males and those in the other 

group. 

5.4.5.1.3.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

A hypothesis was developed to examine the relationship between gender and 

awareness of sustainability-themed funds. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed funds among different genders. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds among different genders. 

 To test this hypothesis, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H test was used as the data 

was found to be non-normal. The results are presented in Table 5.32. 
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Table 5.32 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Awareness on Sustainability-

themed Funds 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Gender) 

N Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Funds 

Male 434 276.26 

 

3.864 

 

0.145 

Female 117 308.17 

Others 13 259.65 

Total 564  

Source: Primary data 

The results of the test show that the p-value, with a significance of 0.145, is 

greater than 0.05. This means that the null hypothesis is accepted and that there is no 

significant difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed funds 

among investors of different genders. 

5.4.5.1.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability: Gender-wise Comparison 

The general awareness on sustainability is compared with different genders 

and exhibited in Table 5.33. The mean and standard deviation are included to 

demonstrate the extent of general awareness about sustainability among investors of 

different genders. 

Table 5.33 

Mean and Standard Deviation Showing Gender-wise General Awareness Related 

to Sustainability 

Variables 

Gender 

Male Female Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Noticing the CSR 

initiatives of invested 

companies 

2.6590 1.25458 2.7009 1.23362 2.0000 1.08012 
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Awareness on 

sustainability reporting of 

companies 

2.6290 1.32943 2.5726 1.30196 2.3077 1.49358 

Noticing the companies 

that are doing 

sustainability reporting 

2.4862 1.36131 2.4444 1.26930 1.9231 1.32045 

Received information 

about sustainability rating 

agencies 

2.286 1.3218 2.205 1.2494 1.769 1.0127 

Received information 

about ESG (Environment, 

Social and Governance) 

scores of companies 

2.2051 1.29375 2.2137 1.29873 1.8462 .98710 

Noticed the companies 

that constitute 

sustainability-themed 

indices 

2.2535 1.33190 2.2222 1.29396 2.3077 1.25064 

General Awareness 

Related to Sustainability 
48.3948 18.92705 47.8632 18.40093 40.5128 13.32265 

Source: Primary data 

The mean and standard deviation of general sustainability awareness for 

males, females, and other groups are shown in Table 5.33. The comparison of mean 

values across all genders reveals variations in the degree of sustainability awareness 

among the various categories. Compared to women, men appear to be slightly more 

aware of sustainability on the whole. Males scored an average of 48.3948, while 

females scored an average of 47.8632. However, the difference in mean scores is not 

particularly substantial, and both males and females show almost the same levels of 

general sustainability awareness. Both groups’ standard deviations are likewise quite 

similar. The others category had a lower mean score, 40.5128, indicating that they 

were less aware of sustainability than men and women.  

Overall, the mean score range is between 40.5128 and 48.3948, which shows 

that investors across all genders have a relatively low degree of knowledge of general 

sustainability. 
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5.4.5.1.4.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H test of Gender-wise General awareness 

Related to Sustainability 

A hypothesis was formulated to test whether there is any relationship between 

general awareness on sustainability and gender. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different genders. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different genders. 

The data was found to be non-normal; thus, the non-parametric alternative 

Kruskal-Wallis H test was performed to evaluate the relationship between gender and 

general awareness related to sustainability. The results of the test are presented in 

Table 5.34. 

Table 5.34 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise General Awareness Related to 

Sustainability 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Gender) 

N Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

General awareness related to 

Sustainability 

Male 434 284.57 

 

2.035 

 

0.361 

Female 117 281.85 

Others 13 219.27 

Total 564  

Source: Primary data 

The Kruskal-Wallis H test result showed a value of 2.035 and a p-value of 

0.361 (Sig. value 0.361). As the p-value is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that 

there is no significant difference in general awareness related to sustainability among 

the different genders. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test indicate that gender 

does not significantly impact an individual’s general awareness related to 

sustainability. 
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5.4.5.1.5. Overall Awareness and Dimensions: Gender-wise Comparison 

A gender-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of awareness on 

socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially responsible 

investment. Table 5.35 exhibits the different dimensions of SRI awareness and overall 

SRI awareness with respect to gender. 

Table 5.35 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Gender-wise Awareness on Different 

Dimensions of Socially Responsible Investment and Overall Awareness 

Variables 

Gender 

Male Female Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Awareness on different 

aspects of socially 

responsible investment 

48.7483 22.12577 53.1111 21.54137 49.6923 21.14783 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

indices 

48.1644 24.94612 53.0199 25.88281 44.1026 24.68895 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

funds 

44.9539 24.27630 49.8901 26.36502 40.4396 20.62282 

General awareness 

related to sustainability 
48.3948 18.92705 47.8632 18.40093 40.5128 13.32265 

Overall Awareness 

on Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

47.5742 17.21099 50.9711 18.11943 43.6868 13.37398 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.35 shows that the level of awareness about the various dimensions of 

SRI and overall awareness of socially responsible investment (SRI) is low across all 

genders, with mean scores ranging from 40.4396 to 53.1111 and standard deviations 

from 13.32265 to 26.3652. Female investors appear to have slightly more awareness 

than male investors and those identifying as others with respect to various aspects of 
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SRI. Regarding various aspects of SRI, SRI-themed indices, SRI-themed funds, and 

overall SRI awareness, female investors tend to have more awareness than male 

investors and those identifying as others do. Compared to female investors, who had a 

mean score of 50.9711, male investors and others have a mean score of 47.5742 and 

43.6868, respectively, for overall SRI knowledge. This data indicates that investors of 

all genders lack a general understanding and overall understanding of the many 

aspects of socially responsible investment. 

5.4.5.1.5.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Comparison of 

Overall Awareness on SRI 

A hypothesis was formulated to examine whether there is any significant 

difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment among different 

genders. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different genders. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different genders. 

Since the data does not follow normal distribution, the above hypothesis is validated 

using a non-parametric alternative. The Kruskal Wallis H test was used to test the 

hypothesis, and the result is exhibited in Table 5.36. 

Table 5.36 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Gender-wise Comparison of Overall 

Awareness on SRI 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Gender) 

N Mean Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

test 

P value 

Overall Awareness on 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

Male 433 276.31  

4.036 

 

0.133 Female 117 307.23 

Others 13 244.46 

Total 563  

Source: Primary data 
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The Kruskal-Wallis H test results show that the p-value is greater than 0.05 

(Sig value. 0.133), and thus, the null hypothesis is accepted. That is, there is no 

significant difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment 

among different genders. 

According to the overall findings, there is no clear association between gender 

and an awareness of various facets of socially responsible investing. It is also found 

that there is no significant relationship between gender and overall awareness on 

socially responsible investment. The Kruskal-Wallis H test findings did not reveal any 

statistically significant differences in the degree of knowledge about various elements 

of socially responsible investing (SRI) among investors of different genders. In other 

words, there is no apparent gender difference in the degree of SRI awareness. The p-

values from the tests are higher than 0.05, which means there is not enough data to 

disprove the null hypothesis that there is not a significant difference in gender-related 

awareness levels. Overall, the results indicate that investors of all genders have a poor 

knowledge of SRI.  

5.4.5.2. The Relationship between Age and Awareness on Socially Responsible 

Investment 

An age-wise comparison is made concerning different dimensions of awareness on 

socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially responsible 

investment. 

5.4.5.2.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: 

Age-wise Comparison 

A comparison is made between awareness on different aspects of socially 

responsible investment across different age groups.  The mean and standard deviation 

of the awareness are presented in Table 5.37. 
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Table 5.37 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Age-wise Awareness on Different Aspects 

of Socially Responsible Investment 

Variables 

Age group 

Up to 30 years 30-60 years Above 60 years 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Socially responsible 

investment 
2.8189 1.41718 2.4794 1.45486 3.8333 .75277 

Ethical investment 3.2675 1.36910 2.9905 1.43985 4.1667 .75277 

Community investment 2.4568 1.26343 2.2825 1.35187 3.5000 1.04881 

ESG investment 2.5391 1.43794 2.4063 1.40289 3.0000 1.09545 

Sustainable investment 2.5744 1.45066 2.4476 1.41634 2.5000 .54772 

Mission-based 

investment 
2.5761 1.47897 2.5397 1.43462 2.5000 1.04881 

Impact investment 2.2675 1.36608 2.1429 1.31451 3.3333 1.63299 

Islamic investment 2.5350 1.50818 2.4540 1.51855 2.8333 2.04124 

Green bond 2.3045 1.33835 2.0825 1.28917 3.3333 1.21106 

Green governance 2.3827 1.43078 2.1587 1.34504 3.0000 1.26491 

Total Awareness on 

Different Aspects of 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

51.5455 22.65985 47.9683 21.48053 64.0000 12.71220 

Source: Primary data 

The age-wise awareness on different aspects of socially responsible 

investment (SRI) is examined using mean and standard deviation and exhibited in 

Table 5.37. The study has grouped the respondents into three age groups: Up to 30 

years, 30-60 years, and Above 60 years. The mean scores for different aspects of SRI 

vary among the age groups. The older age group of above 60 years has the highest 

mean score for socially responsible investment, ethical investment, community 

investment, ESG investment, impact investment, Islamic investment, green bond, and 

green governance. This indicates that older individuals are more aware of different 

aspects of SRI compared to younger age groups. The mean score for mission-based 
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and sustainable investments is greatest for the youngest age group, up to 30. The 

awareness level is low for all other aspects of SRI among the younger investors. With 

a mean score ranging from 2.0825 to 2.9905, the respondents’ degree of awareness 

was limited to those between 30 and 60. 

It is evident from the Table 5.37 that compared to other aspects, ethical 

investing has the highest degree of awareness across all age groups, with a mean score 

that ranges from 2.9905 to 4.1667. The oldest age group has the greatest overall 

awareness score for various SRI aspects (with a mean score of 64), followed by the 

youngest age group (with a mean score of 51.5455) and the middle-aged group (with a 

mean score of 47.9683). This may imply that; age is a factor in determining the 

awareness on SRI. The age increases the level of awareness on SRI among the 

investors. From the study, it is found that older people are typically more informed 

about various concepts related to SRI. Although respondents over sixty years of age 

had the highest awareness levels, the data reveals that overall awareness is low, with 

individual mean scores ranging from 2.0825 to 4.1667 and an overall mean score 

between 47.9683 and 64.0000. These findings show that investors across all age 

groups have low to moderate awareness on different aspects of SRI. 

5.4.5.2.1.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

To identify whether there is any difference in awareness on different aspects of 

SRI and age, a hypothesis was developed, which is described below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different age groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different age groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test, 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.38. 
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Table 5.38 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Awareness on Different Aspects of 

Socially Responsible Investment 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Age group) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially 

Responsible Investment 

Up to 30 years 294.67  

6.634 

 

0.036 30-60 years 269.93 

Above 60 years 404.83 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.38 shows the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H tests. It can be seen from 

the Table 5.38 that the p-value (Sig. value 0.036) is less than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is rejected. This implies a significant difference in the level of awareness 

about various aspects of SRI among individuals of different age groups. 

5.4.5.2.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices: Age-wise Comparison 

A comparison is made between the level of awareness about various 

sustainability-themed indices and different age groups. The mean and standard 

deviation are shown to provide an understanding of the level of awareness about 

sustainability-themed indices among investors of different age groups.  

Table 5.39 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Age-wise Awareness on Sustainability-

themed Indices 

Variables 

Age group 

Up to 30 years 30-60 years Above 60 years 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

S&P BSE 100 ESG 

Index 
2.8807 1.47084 2.7619 1.51336 3.3333 1.63299 

S&P BSE 

CARBONEX 
2.4074 1.37671 2.1619 1.35527 1.8333 1.32916 

S&P BSE 

GREENEX 
2.3169 1.32147 2.1587 1.33314 1.8333 1.32916 
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NIFTY100 ESG 

Index 
2.8930 1.47600 2.5111 1.43291 3.0000 1.54919 

NIFTY 100 

Enhanced ESG Index 
2.7037 1.46680 2.3270 1.39302 2.3333 1.36626 

MSCI ESG India 

Index 
2.4074 1.36465 2.1238 1.29203 2.1667 1.47196 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-

themed Indices 

52.0302 25.26977 46.8148 24.98930 48.3333 22.97341 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.39 displays the relationship, if any, between the age of the investors 

and awareness on different sustainability-themed indices. The table points out that, for 

the S&P BSE 100 ESG Index and NIFTY100 ESG Index, the mean awareness score 

is highest for the above 60 years age group, while for the S&P BSE CARBONEX, 

S&P BSE GREENEX, NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index, and MSCI ESG India 

Index, it is highest for the up to 30 years age group. All age groups of respondents 

have lower levels of awareness, with mean scores ranging from 2.3169 to 2.8930 for 

those under 30 years old, 2.1238 to 2.7619 for those between 30 and 60 years old, and 

mean scores from 1.8333 to 3.3333 for those over 60 years old.  

The overall awareness on SRI-themed indices shows that it is highest for the 

up to 30 years age group (mean score 52.0302), followed by the above 60 years age 

group (mean score 48.3333) and the 30-60 years age group (mean score 46.8148). 

This implies that young investors under 30 are slightly more aware of sustainability-

themed indexes than investors of other age categories. However, the degree of 

awareness is comparatively less across all age groups, with an overall mean score 

ranging from 46.8148 to 52.0302. 

5.4.5.2.2.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

 To test if there is any difference in awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices and age, a hypothesis was developed as described below: 
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H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed indices among different age groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices among different age groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.40. 

Table 5.40 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Age group) 
Mean Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

 

P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-

themed Indices 

Up to 30 years 302.30 
 

6.540 

 

0.038 
30-60 years 267.11 

Above 60 years 288.42 

    Source: Primary data 

It is evident from Table 5.40 that the p-value (Sig value. 0.038) is less than 

0.05, which means the null hypothesis is rejected. This means there is a significant 

difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed indices among 

investors of different age groups. 

5.4.5.2.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds: Age-wise Comparison 

A comparison is made between the level of awareness about various 

sustainability-themed funds and different age groups. The mean and standard 

deviation are shown to provide an understanding of the level of awareness about 

sustainability-themed funds among investors of different age groups.  
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Table 5.41 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Age-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Variables 

Age group 

Up to 30 years 30-60 years Above 60 years 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity 

ESG Fund 
2.5309 1.46095 2.2032 1.40177 3.5000 1.04881 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.7654 1.45969 2.5905 1.52492 3.6667 1.21106 

Nippon India Shariah 

BeEs 
2.5267 1.43535 2.3111 1.47323 3.1667 1.47196 

Axis ESG Equity Fund 2.3457 1.39207 2.1587 1.36618 3.3333 1.21106 

Quantum India ESG 

Equity Fund 
2.1852 1.32157 1.9714 1.26786 2.8333 1.47196 

Taurus Ethical Fund 2.5309 1.46095 2.2032 1.40177 3.5000 1.04881 

Avendus India ESG 

Fund 
2.7695 1.45893 2.5905 1.52492 3.6667 1.21106 

Mirae Asset ESG Sector 

Leaders ETF 
2.1852 1.32157 1.9714 1.26786 2.8333 1.47196 

Aditya Birla Sun Life 

ESG fund 
2.5267 1.43535 2.3111 1.47323 3.1667 1.47196 

ICICI prudential ESG 

fund 
2.3416 1.39161 2.1587 1.36618 3.3333 1.21106 

Kotak ESG 

opportunities fund 
2.2551 1.38794 2.1460 1.38840 2.8333 1.47196 

Quant ESG equity fund 2.0494 1.25870 1.9016 1.24403 2.8333 1.47196 

Invesco ESG equity 

fund 
2.2675 1.38112 2.0730 1.35830 3.0000 1.26491 

HSBC Global Equity 

Climate Change Fund of 

Fund 

2.3498 1.41898 2.1016 1.32918 3.5000 1.04881 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

funds 

48.0423 24.69423 43.8458 24.52713 64.5238 22.64935 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.41 presents the comparison of investors’ ages and their familiarity with 

various sustainability-themed funds. The table clearly shows that investors over 60 

have the highest awareness for all the sustainability-themed funds, with a mean score 
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ranging from 2.8333 to 3.6667 and a standard deviation ranging from 1.04881 to 

1.47196. This is followed by younger investors with a mean score ranging from 

2.0494 to 2.7695 and a standard deviation ranging from 1.25870 to 1.46095. Investors 

between 30 and 60 have the lowest awareness, with the mean score ranging from 

1.9016 to 2.5905 and the standard deviation from 1.24403 to 1.52492. The trend is the 

same when it comes to total awareness. With a mean score of 64.5238, respondents 

over 60 years had the highest degree of awareness, followed by respondents under 30 

years, with a mean score of 48.0423. The lowest degree of awareness is seen among 

respondents between the ages of 30 years and 60 years, with a mean score of 43.8458. 

The findings show that the respondents’ knowledge of funds with a sustainability 

theme is low, with overall mean scores ranging from 43.8458 to 64.5238 and 

individual mean scores ranging from 1.9016 to 3.6667. 

5.4.5.2.3.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

A hypothesis was developed to examine the relationship between age and awareness 

of sustainability-themed funds. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed funds among different age groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds among different age groups. 

 To test this hypothesis, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H test was used as the data 

was found to be non-normal. The results are presented in Table 5.42. 

Table 5.42 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Awareness on Sustainability-

themed Funds 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Age group) Mean Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

 

P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Funds 

Up to 30 years 298.61  

8.734 

 

0.013 30-60 years 267.67 

Above 60 years 408.58 

Source: Primary data 
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The results of the test show that the p-value, with a significance of 0.013, is 

less than 0.05. This means that the null hypothesis is rejected and there is a significant 

difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed funds among 

investors of different age groups. 

5.4.5.2.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability: Age-wise Comparison 

A comparison is made between general awareness on sustainability among 

different age groups. The mean and standard deviation are included to demonstrate the 

extent of general awareness about sustainability among investors of different age 

groups. 

Table 5.43 

Mean and Standard Deviation Showing Age-wise General Awareness Related to 

Sustainability 

Variables 

Age group 
Up to 30 years 30-60 years Above 60 years 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Noticing the CSR 

initiatives of invested 
companies 

2.5926 1.20032 2.6889 1.28131 3.1667 1.47196 

Awareness on 
sustainability reporting of 

companies 
2.5597 1.25948 2.6222 1.37313 4.0000 .63246 

Noticing the companies 
that are doing 

sustainability reporting 
2.4198 1.29714 2.4952 1.38318 2.6667 1.03280 

Received information 
about sustainability rating 

agencies 
2.243 1.2575 2.260 1.3315 2.667 1.6330 

Received information 
about ESG (Environment, 
Social and Governance) 

scores of companies 

2.2346 1.24587 2.1619 1.31472 2.6667 1.63299 

Noticed the companies 
that constitute 

sustainability-themed 
indices 

2.2469 1.28434 2.2508 1.35344 2.1667 1.16905 

General Awareness 
Related to Sustainability 

47.6543 18.25574 48.2646 19.08062 57.7778 18.57916 

Source: Primary data 
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The mean and standard deviation of general awareness on sustainability are 

presented in Table 5.43. The majority of the individual variables related to 

sustainability and total general awareness on sustainability is slightly better for 

investors belonging to the above 60 years age category (with a mean score of 57.7778 

and standard deviation of 18.57916), followed by the 30-60 years age category (with a 

mean score of 48.2646 and standard deviation of 19.08062). It is also clear from the 

table that the general awareness on sustainability is lowest among young investors 

belong to up to 30 years age category (with a mean score of 47.6543 and standard 

deviation of 18.25574). It has been discovered that older investors are better aware of 

general aspects related to sustainability. The overall data suggests a low degree of 

general awareness on sustainability across all age categories, with a mean score 

ranging from 47.6543 to 57.7778. 

5.4.5.2.4.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise General Awareness 

Related to Sustainability 

A hypothesis was formulated to test whether there is any relationship between 

general awareness on sustainability and age. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different age groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different age groups. 

The data was found to be non-normal; thus, the non-parametric alternative 

Kruskal-Wallis H test was performed to evaluate the relationship between age and 

general awareness related to sustainability. The results of the test are presented in 

Table 5.44. 

Table 5.44 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise General Awareness Related to 

Sustainability 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Age group) 
Mean Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

 

P value 

General Awareness 

Related to Sustainability 

Up to 30 years 279.97  

1.795 

 

0.408 30-60 years 282.78 

Above 60 years 370.00 

Source: Primary data 
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The Kruskal-Wallis H test result showed a value of 1.795 and a p-value of 

0.408 (Sig. value 0.408). As the p-value is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that 

there is no significant difference in general awareness related to sustainability among 

the different age groups. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test indicate that age 

does not significantly impact an individual’s general awareness related to 

sustainability. 

5.4.5.2.5. Overall Awareness and Dimensions: Age-wise Comparison 

An age-wise comparison is made concerning different dimensions of 

awareness on socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment. Table 5.45 exhibits the different dimensions of SRI awareness 

and overall SRI awareness concerning the age of the respondents. 

Table 5.45 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Age-wise Awareness on Different 

Dimensions of Socially Responsible Investment and Overall Awareness 

Variables 

Age group 

Up to 30 years 30-60 years Above 60 years 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Awareness on different 

aspects of socially 

responsible investment 

51.5455 22.65985 47.9683 21.48053 64.0000 12.71220 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

indices 

52.0302 25.26977 46.8148 24.98930 48.3333 22.97341 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

Funds 

48.0423 24.69423 43.8458 24.52713 64.5238 22.64935 

General awareness 

related to Sustainability 
47.6543 18.25574 48.2646 19.08062 57.7778 18.57916 

Overall Awareness 

on Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

49.8403 17.89263 46.7234 16.89794 58.6587 12.00447 

Source: Primary data 
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The overall awareness on SRI and awareness on different dimensions of SRI 

concerning the investors’ ages are evaluated using the mean and standard deviation 

and portrayed in Table 5.45. It was found that with a mean score of 58.6587, investors 

in the above 60 years age category had the highest overall awareness of SRI. The 

mean scores for the age groups of up to 30 years old and 30 to 60 years old were 

lower, at 49.8403 and 46.7234, respectively. This suggests that, when compared to 

younger investors, elderly investors have a higher level of overall awareness about 

SRI.  

With respect to individual dimensions of SRI, the highest mean score is related 

to awareness of sustainability-themed funds, with the above 60 years age group 

having the highest mean score of 64.5238. The investors in the up to 30 years age 

category and the 30-60 years age category had lower mean scores of 48.0423 and 

43.8458, respectively. 

In summary, the data indicates that older investors are better aware of SRI than 

young investors. The data also shows that respondents’ overall understanding of SRI 

is weak, with a mean score that ranges from 46.7234 to 58.6587.  

5.4.5.2.5.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Comparison of Overall 

Awareness on SRI 

A hypothesis was formulated to examine whether there is any significant 

difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment among different 

age groups. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different age groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different age groups. 

Since the data does not follow normal distribution, the above hypothesis is 

validated using a non-parametric alternative. The Kruskal Wallis H test was used to 

test the hypothesis, and the result is exhibited in Table 5.46. 
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Table 5.46 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Age-wise Comparison of Overall Awareness on SRI 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Age groups) 
N 

Mean 

Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H test 
P value 

Overall Awareness 

on Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

Up to 30 years 433 296.90 

 

6.968 

 

0.031 

30-60 years 117 268.45 

Above 60 years 13 392.17 

Source: Primary data 

The Kruskal-Wallis H test results show that the p-value is less than 0.05 (Sig 

value. 0.031) and thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. That is, there is a significant 

difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment among different 

age groups. The mean rank of the above 60 years group was the highest (392.17), 

indicating that they had the highest overall awareness on SRI, while the 30-60 years 

group had the lowest mean rank (268.45). This implies that the respondents’ age 

significantly influences the overall awareness on socially responsible investment. 

5.4.5.3. The Relationship between Educational Qualifications and Awareness on 

Socially Responsible Investment 

An educational qualification-wise comparison is made for different 

dimensions of awareness on socially responsible investment and overall awareness on 

socially responsible investment. 

5.4.5.3.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: 

Educational Qualification-wise Comparison 

A comparison is made between awareness on different aspects of socially 

responsible investment across different educational qualifications.  The mean and 

standard deviation of the awareness are presented in Table 5.47. 
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Table 5.47 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Educational Qualification-wise Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible 

Investment 

Variables 

Educational Qualification 

Below SSLC SSLC Plus Two Graduation Post-Graduation Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Socially 

responsible 

investment 

1.7500 1.48805 2.4571 1.52128 2.2807 1.39220 2.7290 1.41468 2.8614 1.47260 2.5926 1.36605 

Ethical 

investment 
2.6250 1.50594 3.2286 1.41600 3.0789 1.42757 3.0981 1.42897 3.2048 1.39052 3.0000 1.41421 

Community 

investment 
1.7500 1.48805 2.3714 1.41600 2.2895 1.26017 2.3738 1.34285 2.4337 1.27629 2.4815 1.47727 

ESG 

investment 
2.3750 1.30247 2.3714 1.37382 2.2982 1.36278 2.4907 1.45590 2.6205 1.40797 2.2593 1.45688 

Sustainable 

investment 
2.1250 1.35620 2.2571 1.35783 2.3158 1.36528 2.5681 1.44108 2.6386 1.44036 2.3704 1.52286 
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Mission-based 

investment 
2.3750 1.59799 2.7429 1.55947 2.4912 1.42820 2.5654 1.44798 2.5542 1.45021 2.5556 1.45002 

Impact 

investment 
2.1250 1.64208 2.2286 1.43662 2.0965 1.30329 2.2383 1.36152 2.2349 1.32993 2.2963 1.35348 

Islamic 

investment 
3.0000 1.60357 2.2857 1.44653 2.6228 1.50156 2.3925 1.52757 2.5000 1.51257 2.8148 1.61810 

Green bond 1.7500 1.16496 2.1429 1.24009 2.0351 1.23324 2.2103 1.33487 2.2651 1.33561 2.4444 1.55250 

Green 

governance 
1.7500 1.48805 2.3429 1.37076 2.0526 1.22541 2.2897 1.44059 2.3675 1.38517 2.3704 1.57256 

Total 

Awareness on 

different 

Aspects of 

Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

43.2500 22.90196 48.8571 23.33533 47.1228 20.14467 50.0188 22.68487 51.3614 21.82802 50.3704 24.07704 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.47 presents the degree of awareness on different aspects of socially 

responsible investment among investors from different educational groups. The 

individual mean score and standard deviation suggest limited awareness of various 

aspects of SRI among all educational groups. The individual mean scores range 

between 1.755 and 3.2286. With a mean score of 3.00 and a standard deviation of 

1.60357, investors in the below SSLC group have the highest awareness of Islamic 

investing.  

Ethical investing is the most well-known aspect among all educational groups 

except those below the SSLC category of investors. The total awareness on SRI is 

slightly higher for investors with post-graduate degrees with a mean score of 51.3614, 

followed by the others category of investors and investors with a graduate degree, 

with mean scores of 50.3704 and 50.0188, respectively. It is revealed from the 

analysis that the individual mean scores and overall mean scores on various aspects of 

SRI are limited across all investors, irrespective of their educational qualifications.   

5.4.5.3.1.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise 

Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

To identify whether there is any difference in awareness of different aspects of 

SRI and educational qualifications, a hypothesis was developed, which is described 

below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different educational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different educational groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.48. 
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Table 5.48 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise Awareness on 

Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Educational 

qualification) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially 

Responsible Investment 

Below SSLC 229.44 

 

 

3.330 

 

 

0.649 

SSLC 271.67 

Plus Two 265.54 

Graduation 283.69 

Post-Graduation 295.57 

Others 283.69 

Source: Primary data 

It can be seen from Table 5.48 that the p-value (Sig. value 0.649) is greater 

than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. This implies that there is no significant 

difference in the level of awareness about various aspects of SRI among individuals of 

different educational qualifications. 

5.4.5.3.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices: Educational 

Qualification-wise Comparison 

Table 5.49 compares the level of awareness about various sustainability-

themed indices among different educational groups. The mean and standard deviation 

are shown to provide an understanding of the level of awareness about sustainability-

themed indices among investors of different educational groups.  
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Table 5.49 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Educational Qualification-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

Variable 

Educational Qualification 

Below SSLC SSLC Plus Two Graduation Post-Graduation Others 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

S&P BSE 100 ESG 

Index 

3.2500 1.98206 2.5143 1.50238 2.7544 1.50845 2.7150 1.47214 3.0422 1.48672 2.8148 1.46857 

S&P BSE CARBONEX 2.5000 1.69031 2.1429 1.43779 2.0439 1.35274 2.1682 1.30356 2.5000 1.39153 2.5926 1.44806 

S&P BSE GREENEX 2.2500 1.38873 2.1714 1.42428 2.0526 1.30921 2.0981 1.25773 2.4217 1.34948 2.7778 1.50214 

NIFTY100 ESG Index 2.1250 1.55265 2.4857 1.54104 2.6316 1.39698 2.6262 1.46331 2.8373 1.49465 2.7778 1.42325 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced 

ESG Index 

2.0000 1.41421 2.3714 1.49678 2.3596 1.37697 2.4065 1.39353 2.6988 1.50744 2.7037 1.40917 

MSCI ESG India Index 1.7500 1.03510 2.1429 1.43779 2.1404 1.26125 2.1449 1.28280 2.4398 1.41185 2.5926 1.30853 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Indices 

46.2500 27.16426 46.0952 27.64724 46.6082 23.65344 47.1963 24.33744 53.1325 25.93361 54.1975 27.88242 

 Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.49 depicts the educational category-wise analysis of awareness on 

various sustainability-themed indices. With mean scores ranging from 1.75 to 3.25, 

investors in the below SSLC education category have the lowest awareness of all 

sustainability-themed indices. S&P BSE 100 ESG index has a slightly better mean 

score across all educational categories of investors. In the case of total awareness on 

sustainability-themed indices, investors belonging to the others category have slightly 

highest awareness with a mean score of 54.1975 and standard deviation of 27.88242, 

followed by investors having a postgraduate degree with a mean score of 53.1325 and 

standard deviation of 25.93361. It is also evident that the total awareness on 

sustainability-themed indices is lowest for investors with SSLC with a mean score of 

46.0952 and standard deviation of 27.64724, followed by investors below SSLC 

qualification and Plus Two qualification. With an overall mean score ranging from 

46.0952 to 54.1975, the analysis indicates that overall understanding of sustainability-

themed indices is poor across all educational categories. 

5.4.5.3.2.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise 

Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

To test if there is any difference in awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices and educational qualifications, a hypothesis was developed as described 

below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed indices among different educational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices among different educational groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.50. 
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Table 5.50 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Educational 

qualification) 

Mean 

Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

indices 

Below SSLC 259.44 

7.521 0.185 

SSLC 255.36 

Plus Two 270.79 

Graduation 271.30 

Post-Graduation 307.19 

Others 310.98 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.50 depicts that the p-value (Sig value. 0.185) is greater than 0.05; thus, 

the null hypothesis is accepted. This means there is no significant difference in the 

level of awareness of various sustainability-themed indices among investors of 

different educational groups. 

5.4.5.3.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds: Educational Qualification-

wise Comparison 

The comparison of the degree of awareness on various sustainability-themed 

funds across investors belonging to various educational qualification categories is 

displayed in Table 5.51. The mean and standard deviation values show how much 

investors know about these funds. 
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Table 5.51 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Educational Qualification-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

Variable 

Educational Qualification 

Below SSLC SSLC Plus Two Graduation Post-Graduation Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity 
ESG Fund 

2.0000 1.19523 2.0286 1.44478 2.1930 1.38818 2.2664 1.38031 2.6566 1.52042 2.4815 1.39698 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.0000 1.19523 2.6571 1.64393 2.6053 1.51464 2.6402 1.48117 2.7771 1.51508 2.8889 1.36814 

Nippon India Shariah 
BeEs 

1.8750 1.24642 2.0857 1.40108 2.3509 1.52839 2.3505 1.40541 2.6325 1.52273 2.4074 1.24836 

Axis ESG Equity 
Fund 

1.7500 1.16496 1.8857 1.32335 2.0789 1.28397 2.2664 1.37007 2.4458 1.47917 2.2963 1.26536 

Quantum India ESG 
Equity Fund 

1.5000 1.06904 1.9143 1.31443 1.9474 1.21817 2.0280 1.27789 2.2651 1.38024 2.1481 1.23113 

Taurus Ethical Fund 2.0000 1.19523 2.0286 1.44478 2.1930 1.38818 2.2664 1.38031 2.6566 1.52042 2.4815 1.39698 

Avendus India ESG 
Fund 

2.0000 1.19523 2.6571 1.64393 2.6053 1.51464 2.6402 1.48117 2.7831 1.51396 2.8889 1.36814 
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Mirae Asset ESG 
Sector Leaders ETF 

1.5000 1.06904 1.9143 1.31443 1.9474 1.21817 2.0280 1.27789 2.2651 1.38024 2.1481 1.23113 

Aditya Birla Sun Life 
ESG fund 

1.8750 1.24642 2.0857 1.40108 2.3509 1.52839 2.3505 1.40541 2.6325 1.52273 2.4074 1.24836 

ICICI prudential ESG 
fund 

1.7500 1.16496 1.8857 1.32335 2.0789 1.28397 2.2664 1.37007 2.4398 1.47894 2.2963 1.26536 

Kotak ESG 
opportunities fund 

1.5000 1.06904 2.4000 1.57555 1.9825 1.34350 2.1355 1.36191 2.3855 1.42558 2.4444 1.25064 

Quant ESG equity 
fund 

1.5000 1.06904 1.8286 1.31699 1.8158 1.20152 1.9065 1.19099 2.2048 1.35521 2.1111 1.18754 

Invesco ESG equity 
fund 

1.8750 1.12599 2.0571 1.43369 2.0175 1.31689 2.1308 1.36064 2.3434 1.42580 2.2222 1.31071 

HSBC Global Equity 
Climate Change Fund 
of Fund 

1.8750 1.45774 1.8857 1.30094 2.0000 1.26211 2.1776 1.34138 2.5301 1.47986 2.1852 1.27210 

Total Awareness on 
Sustainability-
themed Funds 

35.7143 21.00951 41.8776 25.21640 43.0952 23.84172 44.9332 23.82810 50.0258 26.36947 47.7249 22.82023 

Source: Primary data 

 



213 
 

Table 5.51 narrates the level of awareness of sustainability-themed funds 

among investors from different educational groups. For most sustainability-themed 

funds, investors with below SSLC qualification have the lowest degree of awareness. 

In contrast, those with post-graduate qualifications have the highest degree of 

awareness. It is evident from the table that the level of awareness of sustainability-

themed funds slightly increases with educational qualification. Individual awareness 

and overall awareness are comparatively low across all funds, irrespective of 

educational qualification. The Tata Ethical Fund and Avendus India ESG Fund have a 

slightly higher awareness rate than others. Notably, investors with a post-graduate 

degree have the highest level of knowledge for all funds except for Tata Ethical Fund, 

Avendus India ESG Fund, and Kotak ESG Opportunities Fund. Overall, the table 

suggests that, across all educational categories, awareness of funds with a 

sustainability theme is relatively low, with mean scores ranging from 35.7143 to 

50.0258. 

5.4.5.3.3.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise 

Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

A hypothesis was developed to examine the relationship between educational 

qualification and awareness of sustainability-themed funds. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed funds among different educational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds among different educational groups. 

The non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H test was used to test this hypothesis as 

the data was found to be non-normal. The results are presented in Table 5.52. 

  



214 
 

Table 5.52 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Educational 

qualification) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Funds 

Below SSLC 225.31 

 

 

7.868 

 

 

0.164 

SSLC 249.83 

Plus Two 265.97 

Graduation 277.85 

Post-Graduation 306.94 

Others 298.20 

Source: Primary data 

The results of the test show that the p-value, with a significance of 0.164, is greater 

than 0.05. This means that the null hypothesis is accepted and that there is no 

significant difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed funds 

among investors of different educational groups. 

5.4.5.3.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability: Educational 

Qualification-wise Comparison 

Table 5.53 compares the general awareness level on sustainability to various 

levels of education. The mean and standard deviation indicate how well investors 

from various educational backgrounds are generally informed about sustainability.  
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Table 5.53 

Mean and Standard Deviation Showing Educational Qualification-wise General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

Variables 

Educational Qualification 

Below SSLC SSLC Plus Two Graduation Post-Graduation Others 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Noticing the CSR 

initiatives of 

invested companies 

2.7500 1.75255 2.6571 1.28207 2.5789 1.21855 2.6589 1.24112 2.6566 1.27310 2.8519 1.16697 

 Awareness on 

sustainability 

reporting of 

companies 

3.0000 1.51186 2.9143 1.33662 2.4737 1.24950 2.5421 1.34814 2.7048 1.34960 2.6296 1.24493 

Noticing the 

companies that are 

doing sustainability 

reporting 

3.0000 1.51186 2.6286 1.47699 2.2632 1.23412 2.4813 1.39991 2.4940 1.32000 2.6296 1.21365 
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Received 

information about 

sustainability rating 

agencies 

2.625 1.5980 2.029 1.2945 2.132 1.2011 2.290 1.3567 2.295 1.2899 2.481 1.2821 

Received 

information about 

ESG (Environment, 

Social and 

Governance) scores 

of companies 

3.0000 1.77281 2.0000 1.23669 2.0439 1.23654 2.2477 1.29258 2.1807 1.29937 2.5926 1.21716 

Noticed the 

companies that 

constitute 

sustainability-

themed indices 

2.2500 1.75255 2.0286 1.24819 2.4298 1.34999 2.2430 1.28071 2.1747 1.33015 2.2593 1.43024 

General Awareness 

Related to 

Sustainability 

55.4167 24.74874 47.5238 19.44227 46.4035 17.41474 48.2087 19.01486 48.3534 19.01885 51.4815 17.67062 

Source: Primary data 
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It can be observed from Table 5.53 that investors having below SSLC 

qualification possess the highest general awareness on sustainability compared to 

other educational groups, with a mean value of 55.4167 and a standard deviation of 

24.74874. Investors who have graduation as their highest qualification have the lowest 

general awareness, with a mean score of 46.4035 and a standard deviation of 

17.41474. In terms of specific aspects, the table indicates that the awareness level on 

general aspects of sustainability is comparatively low for all investors, irrespective of 

the educational background of the investors, with the mean score ranging from 2 to 3. 

The total awareness is also relatively low among all educational groups. 

5.4.5.3.4.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise 

General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

A hypothesis was formulated to test whether there is any relationship between 

general awareness on sustainability and educational qualifications. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different educational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different educational groups. 

The data was found to be non-normal thus, the non-parametric alternative 

Kruskal-Wallis H test was performed to evaluate the relationship between educational 

qualification and general awareness related to sustainability. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.54. 

Table 5.54 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise General 

Awareness Related to Sustainability 

 
 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Educational qualification) 
Mean 
Rank 

Kruskal-
Wallis H 

P value 

General Awareness 
Related to 
Sustainability 

Below SSLC 331.38  
 

2.371 

 
 

0.796 
SSLC 275.60 

Plus Two 270.92 
Graduation 283.01 

Post-Graduation 283.81 
Others 313.74 

Source: Primary data 
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The Kruskal-Wallis H test result showed a value of 2.371 and a p-value of 

0.796 (Sig. value 0.796). As the p-value is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that 

there is no significant difference in general awareness related to sustainability among 

the different educational groups. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test indicate that 

educational qualification does not significantly impact an individual’s general 

awareness related to sustainability. 

5.4.5.3.5. Overall Awareness and Dimensions: Educational Qualification-wise 

Comparison 

An educational qualification-wise comparison is made for different 

dimensions of awareness on socially responsible investment and overall awareness on 

socially responsible investment. Table 5.55 exhibits the different dimensions of SRI 

awareness and overall SRI awareness with respect to educational qualifications. 
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Table 5.55 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Educational Qualification-wise Awareness on Different Dimensions of Socially Responsible 

Investment and Overall Awareness 

Variables 

Educational Qualification 
Below SSLC SSLC Plus Two Graduation Post-Graduation Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Awareness on 
Different Aspects of 
Socially Responsible 
Investment 

43.2500 22.90196 48.8571 23.33533 47.1228 20.14467 50.0188 22.68487 51.3614 21.82802 50.3704 24.07704 

Awareness on 
sustainability-
themed Indices 

46.2500 27.16426 46.0952 27.64724 46.6082 23.65344 47.1963 24.33744 53.1325 25.93361 54.1975 27.88242 

Awareness on 
sustainability-
themed funds 

35.7143 21.00951 41.8776 25.21640 43.0952 23.84172 44.9332 23.82810 50.0258 26.36947 47.7249 22.82023 

General awareness 
related to 
Sustainability 

55.4167 24.74874 47.5238 19.44227 46.4035 17.41474 48.2087 19.01486 48.3534 19.01885 51.4815 17.67062 

Overall Awareness 
on Socially 
Responsible 
Investment 

45.1577 14.22996 46.0884 19.46162 45.8074 15.36179 47.6059 17.31285 50.7183 18.19560 50.9436 17.74030 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.55 illustrates the overall awareness and awareness on different 

dimensions of socially responsible investment among investors with different 

educational qualifications. It is important to note that investors with good educational 

qualifications have the highest level of overall awareness on SRI. That is, investors 

belong to the others category, and investors with post-graduate education have the 

highest overall awareness level with a mean score of 50.9436 and 50.7183, 

respectively. The others category includes investors holding PhD degrees, CA and 

diplomas. Investors with below SSLC qualification have the lowest overall awareness 

level, with a mean value of 45.1577 and a standard deviation of 14.22996. 

In most cases, overall awareness and awareness on specific aspects of SRI, as 

the education level rises, awareness also slightly rises. The table also reveals that 

awareness on sustainability-themed funds is comparatively low across all educational 

groups. The table also shows that investors with various levels of education have 

varying levels of understanding of general aspects of sustainability and overall SRI. 

Overall, the table demonstrates that the total awareness on SRI is low among all 

educational groups, with mean scores ranging from 45.1577 to 50.9436. 

5.4.5.3.5.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise 

Comparison of Overall Awareness on SRI 

A hypothesis is formulated to examine whether there is any significant 

difference in the overall awareness of socially responsible investment among different 

educational qualifications. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different educational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different educational groups. 

Since the data does not follow normal distribution, the above hypothesis is 

validated using a non-parametric alternative. The Kruskal Wallis H test was used to 

test the hypothesis, and the result is exhibited in Table 5.56. 
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Table 5.56 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Educational Qualification-wise Comparison 

of Overall Awareness on SRI 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Educational qualification) 
Mean Rank 

Kruskal-
Wallis H 

P value 

Overall Awareness on 
Socially Responsible 

Investment 

Below SSLC 261.13 

6.704 0.244 

SSLC 255.69 
Plus Two 262.97 

Graduation 276.51 
Post-Graduation 304.29 

Others 308.87 

Source: Primary data 

The Kruskal-Wallis H test results show that the p-value is greater than 0.05 

(Sig value. 0.244), and thus the null hypothesis is accepted. That is, there is no 

significant difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment 

among different educational groups. 

Overall, the study suggests no significant relation exists between educational 

qualification and the level of awareness of socially responsible investment (SRI) 

among investors. The Kruskal-Wallis H test did not reveal any statistically significant 

difference in the level of awareness of various aspects of SRI among investors of 

different educational groups. Therefore, the findings suggest that the level of 

awareness of SRI is not dependent on educational qualification. Furthermore, the 

results indicate that the overall awareness on SRI is limited among investors, 

regardless of their education. 

5.4.5.4. The Relationship between Occupation and Awareness on Socially 

Responsible Investment 

An occupation-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of awareness on 

socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially responsible 

investment. 
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5.4.5.4.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: Occupation-wise Comparison 

Table 5.57 compares the levels of awareness among investors from various occupations on different aspects of socially responsible 

investing.  The mean and standard deviation provided in the table highlight the degree of awareness.  

Table 5.57 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Occupation-wise Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Variables 

Occupation 

Business Profession 

Government 

Employee Private Employee Retired Others 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Socially 

responsible 

investment 

2.7368 1.52638 2.6202 1.47476 2.3619 1.25670 2.6905 1.46878 3.6250 1.18773 2.8056 1.52727 

Ethical 

investment 

3.0789 1.44003 3.1860 1.45112 3.0952 1.31941 3.0429 1.44867 4.1250 .64087 3.3056 1.36945 

Community 

investment 

2.4474 1.41793 2.3178 1.24364 2.3143 1.21144 2.3524 1.37983 3.7500 .88641 2.3611 1.26836 
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ESG 

investment 

2.5658 1.49965 2.4574 1.39759 2.4190 1.34294 2.4429 1.42065 3.3750 1.06066 2.4167 1.55609 

Sustainable 

investment 

2.5658 1.50851 2.4419 1.40260 2.5619 1.35110 2.4785 1.44806 3.0000 .92582 2.4444 1.53891 

Mission-based 

investment 

2.8158 1.47613 2.5349 1.39220 2.4667 1.44160 2.5095 1.50037 3.2500 .88641 2.4444 1.38243 

Impact 

investment 

2.3553 1.43019 2.0698 1.25739 2.0762 1.26867 2.2429 1.36710 3.8750 .99103 2.2222 1.39614 

Islamic 

investment 

2.5000 1.48324 2.5736 1.54503 2.3048 1.42858 2.4286 1.52715 3.5000 1.60357 2.8889 1.59960 

Green bond 2.3947 1.34738 2.1783 1.31369 1.9714 1.19661 2.1286 1.32248 3.5000 1.06904 2.5278 1.42400 

Green 

governance 

2.3947 1.38640 2.1783 1.31369 2.1619 1.38066 2.2238 1.41503 3.2500 1.16496 2.6111 1.45951 

Awareness on 

Different 

Aspects of 

Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

51.7105 23.94818 49.1163 20.78748 47.4667 19.66893 49.1866 23.04612 70.5000 11.19949 52.0556 22.63492 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.57 shows the level of awareness among investors of various occupations 

towards multiple aspects of socially responsible investment (SRI), including ethical 

investment, community investment, environmental, social, and governance (ESG) 

investment, sustainable investment and other SRI-related concepts. Business, 

profession, government employee, private employee, retired, and others are among 

the categories of occupations. The others category includes students, researchers and 

homemakers. Government employees have the lowest level of awareness regarding 

SRI, community investment, Islamic investment, green bonds, and green governance. 

In contrast, retired individuals have the highest mean awareness scores for all SRI 

components. Ethical investing has the highest mean score across all occupational 

groups, with a mean score ranging from 3.0429 to 4.1250. This suggests that all 

investors, regardless of occupation, are aware of ethical investment. The table 

displays that retired investors, who have a mean score of 70.5 and a standard 

deviation of 11.19949, have the highest overall awareness of various aspects of 

socially responsible investment. In contrast, across all occupational groupings, 

government employees have the lowest mean awareness level (mean score of 

47.4667) on different aspects of SRI. The mean value observations indicate that there 

is only a moderate awareness of various aspects of SRI among different occupational 

categories. 

5.4.5.4.1.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise Awareness on 

Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

To identify whether there is any difference in awareness of different aspects of 

SRI and occupation of the investors, a hypothesis is developed, which is described 

below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different occupational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different occupational groups. 
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To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.58. 

Table 5.58 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Occupation) 

Mean 

Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

P value 

Awareness on Different Aspects 

of Socially Responsible 

Investment 

Business 292.51  

 

9.65 

 

 

0.086 

Profession 281.21 

Government 

Employee 

270.53 

Private Employee 275.16 

Retired 444.69 

Others 299.65 

Source: Primary data 

It is clear from Table 5.58 that the p-value (Sig. value .086) is greater than 

0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. This implies no significant difference in the 

level of awareness about various aspects of SRI among investors of different 

occupational groups. 

5.4.5.4.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices: Occupation-wise 

Comparison 

The degree of awareness on various sustainability-themed indices across 

investors with different occupations is made and presented in Table 5.59.   
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Table 5.59 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Occupation-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

Variables 

Occupation 

Business Profession 
Government 

Employee Private Employee Retired Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 
Deviati

on Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
S&P BSE 
100 ESG 
Index 

2.8947 1.51066 2.8217 1.51270 2.6571 1.40623 2.8476 1.52039 3.8750 .99103 2.7222 1.57863 

S&P BSE 
CARBONEX 

2.4474 1.42730 2.2946 1.39979 2.0476 1.21197 2.2524 1.36537 2.7500 1.48805 2.3611 1.53349 

S&P BSE 
GREENEX 

2.4079 1.39693 2.2403 1.35078 2.0571 1.19155 2.1905 1.31677 2.7500 1.48805 2.3333 1.51186 

NIFTY100 
ESG Index 

2.9342 1.47273 2.5349 1.46866 2.5143 1.39446 2.6810 1.45033 3.6250 1.06066 2.9444 1.65520 

NIFTY 100 
Enhanced 
ESG Index 

2.6447 1.43948 2.3876 1.43238 2.3810 1.39629 2.4810 1.41831 3.1250 1.24642 2.7500 1.66261 

MSCI ESG 
India Index 

2.3816 1.33633 2.2558 1.33627 2.0762 1.22235 2.2190 1.33040 3.0000 1.41421 2.4167 1.55609 

Total 
Awareness 
on 
Sustainabilit
y- themed 
Indices 

52.3684 26.10983 48.4496 25.3484 45.7778 22.72215 48.9048 25.24977 63.7500 20.50455 51.7593 29.14099 

 Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.59 exhibits the extent of awareness on different sustainability-themed 

indices by the investors, grouped into six based on their occupation. Six 

sustainability-related indexes are included in Table: S&P BSE 100 ESG Index, S&P 

BSE CARBONEX, S&P BSE GREENEX, NIFTY100 ESG Index, NIFTY 100 

Enhanced ESG Index, and MSCI ESG India Index. For all the sustainability-themed 

indices, it is clear from the table that retired investors have the highest mean 

awareness scores, while government employees have the lowest. The table also shows 

that, regarding total awareness, retired investors rank first with a mean score of 

63.7500 and a standard deviation of 20.50455, followed by business people with a 

mean score of 52.3684 and a standard deviation of 26.10983. Government employees 

had a mean score of 45.7778 and a standard deviation of 22.72215, the lowest mean 

value of overall awareness on sustainability-themed indices. The average scores 

across all occupational groups indicate a low rate of awareness of various 

sustainability-themed indices by the investors. 

5.4.5.4.2.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

To test if there is any difference in awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices across different occupational groups of the respondents, a hypothesis was 

developed as described below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed indices among different occupational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices among different occupational groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.60. 
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Table 5.60 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Occupation) 

Mean 

Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Indices 

Business 304.09 

 

 

6.369 

 

 

0.272 

Profession 278.48 

Government Employee 263.44 

Private Employee 281.14 

Retired 386.50 

Others 291.76 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.60 depicts that the p-value (Sig value. 0.272) is greater than 0.05; thus, 

the null hypothesis is accepted. This means there is no significant difference in the 

level of awareness of various sustainability-themed indices among investors of 

different occupational groups. 

5.4.5.4.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds Occupation-wise 

Comparison 

Table 5.61 presents the level of awareness about various sustainability-themed 

funds among investors with diverse occupations.  
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Table 5.61 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Occupation-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

Variables 

Occupation 

Business Profession 

Government 

Employee Private Employee Retired Others 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity 

ESG Fund 

2.4737 1.48300 2.4186 1.44535 2.0857 1.37361 2.3571 1.41795 3.7500 .70711 2.3889 1.55431 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.6579 1.53669 2.8295 1.56686 2.5238 1.50061 2.6238 1.44646 3.8750 .83452 2.6667 1.49284 

Nippon India Shariah 

BeEs 

2.3816 1.42330 2.6047 1.53307 2.2857 1.46573 2.3619 1.41505 3.5000 1.19523 2.2222 1.49497 

Axis ESG Equity 

Fund 

2.3026 1.38583 2.3411 1.45504 2.0095 1.26715 2.2238 1.35279 3.6250 .91613 2.3889 1.51710 

Quantum India ESG 

Equity Fund 

2.1053 1.30209 2.1550 1.34309 1.8476 1.18306 2.0524 1.28000 3.3750 1.40789 2.1944 1.39016 

Taurus Ethical Fund 2.4737 1.48300 2.4186 1.44535 2.0857 1.37361 2.3571 1.41795 3.7500 .70711 2.3889 1.55431 

Avendus India ESG 

Fund 

2.6579 1.53669 2.8295 1.56686 2.5333 1.50043 2.6238 1.44646 3.8750 .83452 2.6667 1.49284 
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Mirae Asset ESG 

Sector Leaders ETF 

2.1053 1.30209 2.1550 1.34309 1.8476 1.18306 2.0524 1.28000 3.3750 1.40789 2.1944 1.39016 

Aditya Birla Sun Life 

ESG fund 

2.3816 1.42330 2.6047 1.53307 2.2857 1.46573 2.3619 1.41505 3.5000 1.19523 2.2222 1.49497 

ICICI prudential ESG 

fund 

2.3026 1.38583 2.3411 1.45504 2.0000 1.26339 2.2238 1.35279 3.6250 .91613 2.3889 1.51710 

Kotak ESG 

opportunities fund 

2.2237 1.41985 2.4031 1.46052 2.0476 1.30370 2.1000 1.35354 3.2500 1.28174 2.2222 1.43649 

Quant ESG equity 

fund 

2.0658 1.25789 2.1163 1.34413 1.6667 1.02532 1.9476 1.24973 3.2500 1.28174 2.0556 1.35107 

Invesco ESG equity 

fund 

2.2105 1.34972 2.2636 1.38361 2.0952 1.43127 2.0667 1.32164 3.3750 1.06066 2.2500 1.46141 

HSBC Global Equity 

Climate Change Fund 

of Fund 

2.3553 1.36337 2.3256 1.43158 1.9619 1.30032 2.1714 1.33023 3.7500 .70711 2.3056 1.56423 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-

themed funds 

46.7105 24.58474 48.2946 25.98204 41.8231 22.98342 45.0340 24.16547 71.2500 17.71885 46.5079 26.61341 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.61 highlights the mean and standard deviation of awareness about 

funds with a sustainability theme among various occupational groups of investors. 

Government employees are the least knowledgeable about the majority of 

sustainability-themed funds, while retired investors are the most 

knowledgeable. Retired investors had the highest overall awareness of sustainability-

themed funds, with a mean score of 71.2500 and a standard deviation of 17.71885. 

Professionals and business people have the next-highest average scores, at 48.2946 

and 46.7105, respectively. Overall data suggests that the individual and total mean 

scores on sustainability-themed funds show that only retired investors are aware of 

these funds, and other investors from other occupational groups are less aware of 

these funds. 

 5.4.5.4.3.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise 

Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

A hypothesis was developed to examine the relationship between the 

occupation of the investors and awareness of sustainability-themed funds. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed funds among different occupational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds among different occupational groups. 

The non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H test was used to test this hypothesis as 

the data was found to be non-normal. The results are presented in Table 5.62. 
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Table 5.62 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Occupation) 

Mean 

Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on Sustainability-

themed Funds 

Business 287.86 

 

 

12.149 

 

 

 

0.03 

 

Profession 297.17 

Government Employee 256.90 

Private Employee 277.96 

Retired 445.88 

Others 283.46 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.62 demonstrates that the p-value, with a significance of 0.03, is less 

than 0.05. This indicates that the null hypothesis is rejected and that there is a 

significant difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed funds 

among investors of different occupational groups. Retired investors have higher mean 

ranks than other occupational groups. This suggests that, relative to other occupational 

categories, retirees are more aware of sustainability-themed funds than other 

investors. 

5.4.5.4.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability: Occupation-wise 

Comparison 

The general understanding of sustainability is examined among various 

occupational groups. The mean and standard deviation are included to demonstrate 

the extent of general awareness about sustainability among investors of various 

occupational groups. 
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Table 5.63 

Mean and Standard Deviation Showing Occupation-wise General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

Variables 

Occupation 

Business Profession 
Government 

Employee 
Private Employee Retired Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Noticing the 

CSR initiatives 

of invested 

companies 

2.9474 1.30532 2.7442 1.25797 2.4190 1.15842 2.5381 1.22219 3.5000 1.41421 2.8611 1.29069 

Awareness on 

sustainability 

reporting of 

companies 

2.9474 1.32559 2.5891 1.37280 2.5048 1.35961 2.5333 1.27220 3.6250 1.18773 2.5000 1.27615 

Noticing the 

companies that 

are doing 

sustainability 

reporting 

2.8289 1.38937 2.5039 1.35856 2.2571 1.29369 2.4238 1.33643 2.6250 1.30247 2.3611 1.29069 
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Received 

information 

about 

sustainability 

rating agencies 

2.342 1.3909 2.318 1.3228 2.114 1.2582 2.257 1.2757 2.625 1.6850 2.194 1.2608 

Received 

information 

about ESG 

(Environment, 

Social and 

Governance) 

scores of 

companies 

2.5132 1.44677 2.1938 1.29348 2.0381 1.20833 2.1286 1.22870 2.5000 1.69031 2.3611 1.33423 

Noticed the 

companies that 

constitute 

sustainability-

themed indices 

2.4474 1.41793 2.1395 1.26704 2.2476 1.34294 2.2810 1.32048 1.6250 .74402 2.1667 1.32017 

General 

Awareness 

Related to 

Sustainability 

53.4211 20.11798 48.2946 19.75157 45.2698 17.63702 47.2063 18.02074 55.0000 17.99471 48.1481 17.71815 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.63 reports the mean and standard deviation of the general awareness of 

sustainability across various categories of occupations. The means and standard 

deviations in the table indicate that retired investors have the highest mean values for 

noticing CSR initiatives of invested companies, awareness of sustainability reporting 

of companies, and general awareness related to sustainability. At the same time, 

business people have the highest mean values for noticing the companies doing 

sustainability reporting, receiving information about companies’ ESG scores, and 

noticing the companies that are included in the sustainability-themed indices. On the 

other hand, when it comes to the majority of the individual variables of general 

awareness on sustainability, government employees have the lowest mean values. The 

table also reveals that retired investors have the highest mean score for general 

sustainability awareness with a mean value of 55.00, followed by business people 

with a mean value of 53.4211, and investors who are government employees have the 

lowest mean score of 45.2698. Overall findings point out that investors are less aware 

of the general elements of sustainability regardless of their occupation, with mean 

values of individual variables and general awareness on sustainability ranging from 

1.6250 to 3.6250 and 45.2698 to 55.000, respectively. 

5.4.5.4.4.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise General 

Awareness Related to Sustainability 

A hypothesis was formulated to test whether there is any relationship between 

general awareness on sustainability and the occupation of the investors.  

H0: There is no significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different occupational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different occupational groups.  

The data is found to be non-normal thus, the non-parametric alternative 

Kruskal-Wallis H test was performed to evaluate the relationship between occupation 

and general awareness related to sustainability. The results of the test are presented in 

Table 5.64. 
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Table 5.64 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise General Awareness Related 

to Sustainability 

Dependent Variable 
Independent variable 

(Occupation) 

Mean 

Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

General Awareness 

Related to Sustainability 

Business 326.07 

 

 

9.171 

 

 

0.102 

 

Profession 279.72 

Government Employee 259.13 

Private Employee 276.92 

Retired 346.63 

Others 286.93 

Source: Primary data 

It is clear from Table 5.64 that the null hypothesis is accepted since the p-value 

(Sig. value 0.102) is greater than 0.05. This implies no significant difference in 

general awareness related to sustainability among the different occupational groups of 

investors.  The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test show that occupation does not 

significantly affect investors’ general awareness of sustainability. 

5.4.5.4.5. Overall Awareness and Dimensions: Occupation-wise Comparison 

An occupation-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of awareness 

on socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially responsible 

investment. Table 5.65 exhibits the different dimensions of SRI awareness and overall 

SRI awareness concerning the occupation of investors. 
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Table 5.65 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Occupation-wise Awareness on Different Dimensions of Socially Responsible Investment and 

Overall Awareness 

Variables 

Occupation 

Business Profession 
Government 

Employee 
Private Employee Retired Others 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Awareness on 
Different Aspects 
of Socially 
Responsible 
Investment 

51.7105 23.94818 49.1163 20.78748 47.4667 19.66893 49.1866 23.04612 70.5000 11.19949 52.0556 22.63492 

Awareness on 
sustainability-
themed Indices 

52.3684 26.10983 48.4496 25.34843 45.7778 22.72215 48.9048 25.24977 63.7500 20.50455 51.7593 29.14099 

Awareness on 
sustainability-
themed funds 

46.7105 24.58474 48.2946 25.98204 41.8231 22.98342 45.0340 24.16547 71.2500 17.71885 46.5079 26.61341 

General awareness 
related to 
Sustainability 

53.4211 20.11798 48.2946 19.75157 45.2698 17.63702 47.2063 18.02074 55.0000 17.99471 48.1481 17.71815 

Overall 
Awareness on 
Socially 
Responsible 
Investment 

51.0526 17.35311 48.5388 17.62231 45.0844 15.27501 47.6008 17.70439 65.1250 12.13665 49.6177 18.98117 

Source: Primary data 
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The awareness on individual dimensions of socially responsible investment 

and overall awareness on SRI is presented in Table 5.65. Across all occupations, 

retirees have the highest mean awareness on various SRI aspects with a mean value of 

70.5, awareness on various sustainability-themed indices with a mean value of 63.75, 

awareness on sustainability-themed funds with a mean value of 71.25, awareness on 

general sustainability with a mean value of 55.0; and the highest mean awareness on 

overall dimensions of SRI with a mean value of 65.1250. 

This indicates that the retired investors have increased knowledge about various 

aspects of SRI and general awareness. Government employees, on the other hand, 

have the lowest mean awareness across all variables and individual variables. The 

data also shows that all occupational groups have a relatively low general awareness 

of sustainability. Overall, the data shows that, across all occupational groups, SRI 

awareness is relatively low, with mean scores ranging from 45.0844 to 65.1250. 

5.4.5.4.5.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise Comparison of 

Overall Awareness on SRI 

A hypothesis is formulated to examine whether there is any significant 

difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment among different 

occupational groups of investors. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different occupational groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different occupational groups.  

Since the data does not follow normal distribution, the above hypothesis is 

validated using a non-parametric alternative. The Kruskal Wallis H test was used to 

test the hypothesis, and the result is exhibited in Table 5.66. 
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Table 5.66 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Occupation-wise Comparison of Overall 

Awareness on SRI 

Dependent Variable 
Independent 

variable 
(Occupation) 

Mean 
Rank 

Kruskal-
Wallis H 

P value 

Overall Awareness on 
Socially Responsible 
Investment 

Business 309.20  
 

13.008 

 
 

0.02 
Profession 284.90 

Government 
Employee 

256.38 

Private 
Employee 

275.58 

Retired 442.75 
Others 290.50 

       Source: Primary data 

It is evident from Table 5.66 that the value of Kruskal-Wallis H is 13.008. The 

null hypothesis is rejected because the calculated value of p is less than 0.05. That is, 

there is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible 

investment among different occupational groups. The mean ranks show that retired 

investors have a higher overall awareness of SRI than other investors.  

5.4.5.5. The Relationship between Marital Status and Awareness on Socially 

Responsible Investment 

A Marital status-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of 

awareness on socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment. 

5.4.5.5.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: 

Marital Status Comparison 

A comparison is made between awareness on different aspects of socially 

responsible investment across different marital status groups.  The mean and standard 

deviation of the awareness are presented in Table 5.67. 
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Table 5.67 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Marital Status-wise Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Variables 

Marital Status 
Single Married Widowed Separated 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 
Socially responsible 
investment 

2.6340 1.37900 2.6544 1.47694 2.8000 1.68655 1.8571 1.46385 

Ethical investment 3.1134 1.37239 3.1445 1.42585 3.1000 1.44914 2.2857 1.88982 
Community 
investment 

2.3454 1.25062 2.3824 1.34351 2.7000 1.63639 2.0000 1.52753 

ESG investment 2.4330 1.39509 2.4958 1.42047 2.7000 1.70294 1.8571 1.46385 
Sustainable 
investment 

2.5130 1.41829 2.5184 1.43032 2.2000 1.39841 1.8571 1.46385 

Mission-based 
investment 

2.5567 1.46792 2.5666 1.45059 2.3000 1.15950 2.2857 1.38013 

Impact investment 2.1856 1.32203 2.2238 1.34768 2.3000 1.56702 2.0000 1.73205 
Islamic investment 2.4381 1.44638 2.5354 1.56289 2.3000 1.41814 2.1429 1.46385 
Green bond 2.2113 1.29634 2.1870 1.33534 2.6000 1.26491 1.2857 .75593 
Green governance 2.2784 1.38641 2.2691 1.38932 2.4000 1.42984 1.4286 1.13389 
Total Awareness on 
Different Aspects of 
Socially 
Responsible 
Investment 

49.5337 22.03241 49.9547 22.03299 50.8000 21.68871 38.0000 22.80351 

Source: Primary data 
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In other words, widowed investors have slightly higher mean scores than other 

investors for the concepts including socially responsible investment, community 

investment, ESG investment, impact investment, green bond and green governance. 

However, the mean awareness score for separated individuals is lower than for other 

marital status categories for all the aspects of SRI and total awareness on different 

aspects of SRI. 

Moreover, the mean scores of awareness on different aspects of socially 

responsible investment are higher for ethical investment across all marital status 

groups with the mean score ranging from 2.2857 to 3.1445. Finally, the table shows 

the total awareness score on different aspects of socially responsible investment, 

which ranges from 38.0000 for separated individuals to 50.8000 for widowed 

individuals. Overall, the results suggest that there is a comparatively low level of 

awareness of socially responsible investment-related concepts across all marital status 

groups. 

5.4.5.5.1.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Awareness on 

Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

To determine whether there is any difference in awareness on different aspects 

of SRI and Marital status, a hypothesis is developed, which is described below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different marital status groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different marital status groups.  

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.68. 
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Table 5.68 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Source: Primary data 

 Table 5.68 reveals no significant difference in the mean scores of the 

awareness on different aspects of SRI across investors of different marital status 

categories. The p-value (Sig. value 0.465) is greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis 

is accepted. This implies that there is no significant difference in the level of 

awareness about various aspects of SRI among individuals of different marital status 

groups 

5.4.5.5.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices: Marital Status-wise 

Comparison 

Table 5.69 compares the degree of awareness about sustainability indices 

among different marital status groups. The mean and standard deviation are shown to 

provide an understanding of the level of awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices among investors of different marital status categories.  

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Marital 

Status) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially 

Responsible Investment 

Single 280.61 

 

2.558 

 

0.465 

Married 284.28 

Widowed 295.15 

Separated 186.64 
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Table 5.69 

Mean & Standard Deviation showing Marital Status-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

Variables 

Marital Status 

Single Married Widowed Separated 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

S&P BSE 100 ESG 
Index 

2.7474 1.44075 2.8442 1.52669 3.7000 1.15950 2.2857 1.60357 

S&P BSE CARBONEX 2.2423 1.32261 2.2918 1.39494 2.1000 1.44914 1.7143 1.25357 

S&P BSE GREENEX 2.1701 1.28641 2.2691 1.35411 2.0000 1.33333 1.7143 1.25357 

NIFTY100 ESG Index 2.7887 1.45455 2.6431 1.46651 2.3000 1.49443 2.1429 1.46385 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced 
ESG Index 

2.5928 1.46608 2.4533 1.41770 2.3000 1.49443 1.7143 1.25357 

MSCI ESG India Index 2.3093 1.34943 2.2238 1.32215 2.2000 1.39841 1.7143 1.25357 

Total Awareness on 
Sustainability-themed 
Indices 

49.5017 24.67598 49.0840 25.53490 48.6667 24.25177 37.6190 24.84875 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.69 exhibits the mean and standard deviation of marital status-wise 

awareness on different sustainability-themed indices. It can be observed from mean 

and standard deviation figures that there are minor differences in the awareness levels 

of sustainability-themed indices among different marital status groups. In terms of the 

S&P BSE 100 ESG Index, the separated group had the lowest mean awareness score 

of 2.2857 while the widowed group had the highest mean awareness score of 3.7. 

Married investors had the highest mean awareness score for S&P BSE CARBONEX 

and S&P BSE GREENEX, while separated investors had the lowest score.  Investors 

who are not yet married had the highest mean score across all other indexes. It can be 

also noted from the table that the separated group of investors has the lowest mean 

awareness on all the sustainability-themed indices.  

Overall, the total awareness on sustainability-themed indices was found to be 

relatively low across all investors irrespective of marital status, with the highest total 

awareness score observed for the single group with a mean value of 49.5017, 

immediately followed by the married group with a mean value of 49.0840 and the 

lowest total awareness score observed among the separated group mean value of 

37.619. 

5.4.5.5.2.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

To test if there is any difference in awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices and the marital status of the investors, a hypothesis was developed as 

described below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed indices among different marital status groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices among different marital status groups.  

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.70. 
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Table 5.70 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Marital 

Status) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Indices 

Single 287.19 

 

1.954 

 

0.582 

Married 281.30 

Widowed 290.25 

Separated 201.93 

Source: Primary data 

It is evident from Table 5.70 that the p-value (Sig value 0.582) is greater than 

0.05, which means the null hypothesis is accepted. This means that there is no 

significant difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed 

indices among investors of different marital status groups. 

5.4.5.5.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds: Marital Status-wise 

Comparison 

A comparison is made between the levels of awareness about various 

sustainability-themed funds among different marital status groups. The mean and 

standard deviation demonstrate the extent of understanding on sustainability-themed 

funds among investors of different marital status groups. 
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Table 5.71 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Marital Status-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed funds 

Variables 

Marital Status 

Single Married Widowed Separated 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity 

ESG Fund 

2.4072 1.41573 2.3286 1.44588 2.8000 1.47573 1.8571 1.57359 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.7062 1.45084 2.6714 1.52803 2.7000 1.33749 2.1429 1.67616 

Nippon India Shariah 

BeEs 

2.4175 1.39053 2.4164 1.50735 2.5000 1.17851 2.0000 1.52753 

Axis ESG Equity Fund 2.2680 1.36207 2.2351 1.39346 2.7000 1.33749 2.0000 1.52753 

Quantum India ESG 

Equity Fund 

2.0670 1.26354 2.0623 1.31494 2.7000 1.41814 1.8571 1.21499 

Taurus Ethical Fund 2.4072 1.41573 2.3286 1.44588 2.8000 1.47573 1.8571 1.57359 

Avendus India ESG 

Fund 

2.7113 1.45009 2.6714 1.52803 2.7000 1.33749 2.1429 1.67616 

Mirae Asset ESG Sector 

Leaders ETF 

2.0670 1.26354 2.0623 1.31494 2.7000 1.41814 1.8571 1.21499 
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Aditya Birla Sun Life 

ESG fund 

2.4175 1.39053 2.4164 1.50735 2.5000 1.17851 2.0000 1.52753 

ICICI prudential ESG 

fund 

2.2629 1.36118 2.2351 1.39346 2.7000 1.33749 2.0000 1.52753 

Kotak ESG opportunities 

fund 

2.1701 1.35315 2.2125 1.41729 2.6000 1.26491 1.8571 1.21499 

Quant ESG equity fund 1.9485 1.22471 1.9773 1.27455 2.5000 1.26930 1.8571 1.21499 

Invesco ESG equity fund 2.1856 1.36826 2.1445 1.37100 2.6000 1.42984 2.1429 1.57359 

HSBC Global Equity 

Climate Change Fund of 

Fund 

2.2784 1.38266 2.1813 1.37179 2.7000 1.33749 2.1429 1.57359 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Funds 

46.1635 23.86292 45.6333 25.08946 53.1429 26.18441 39.5918 29.06378 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.71 depicts the mean and standard deviation of the level of awareness 

of investors with different marital statuses regarding sustainability-themed funds. The 

table reveals that the widowed group of investors has the highest level of awareness 

for all the funds except for Tata Ethical Fund and Avendus India ESG Fund. The table 

also reveals that the separated category of investors has the lowest mean score for all 

the funds, ranging from 1.8571 to 2.1429; this indicates that this group of investors 

may not be aware of or have a limited understanding of sustainability-themed funds. 

The total awareness of these categories was also lowest, with a mean score of 39.5918 

and a standard deviation of 29.06378. 

Regarding total awareness, the highest mean score was observed for the 

widowed group of investors, with a mean score of 53.1429 and a standard deviation of 

26.18441. The lowest mean score was observed for the separated group of investors, 

with a mean score of 39.5918 and a standard deviation of 29.06378. However, the 

ranges of mean values are much lower for all the sustainability-themed funds, 

indicating a lack of awareness of these funds irrespective of the marital status of the 

respondents.  

5.4.5.5.3.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

A hypothesis was formulated to examine the relationship between the marital 

status of the respondents and awareness of sustainability-themed funds. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed funds among different marital status groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds among different marital status groups. 

 To test this hypothesis, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H test was used as the data 

was found to be non-normal. The results are presented in Table 5.72. 
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Table 5.72 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Marital 

Status) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Single 287.44 

 

1.973 

 

0.578 

Married 279.88 

Widowed 323.25 

Separated 219.64 

Source: Primary data 

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test show that the p-value (significance of 0.578) 

is greater than 0.05. This means that the null hypothesis is accepted and that there is 

no significant difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-themed 

funds among investors of different marital status groups. 

5.4.5.5.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability: Marital-Status 

Comparison 

A comparison is made between general awareness on sustainability among 

different marital status groups. The mean and standard deviation are included to show 

the extent of general awareness about sustainability among investors of different 

marital status groups. 
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Table 5.73 

Mean and Standard Deviation Showing Marital Status-wise General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

Variables 

Marital Status 

Single Married Widowed Separated 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Noticing the CSR 

initiatives of invested 

companies 

2.5928 1.21055 2.6657 1.25290 3.1000 1.59513 3.0000 1.63299 

Awareness on 

sustainability reporting 

of companies 

2.5619 1.29518 2.6261 1.33425 3.1000 1.52388 2.4286 1.61835 

Noticing the  

companies that are 

doing sustainability 

reporting 

2.4072 1.33279 2.5014 1.33809 2.3000 1.41814 2.4286 1.90238 

Received information 

about sustainability 

rating agencies 

2.211 1.3003 2.292 1.2891 2.100 1.5951 2.000 1.7321 
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Received information 

about ESG 

(Environment, Social 

and Governance) 

scores of companies 

2.1340 1.26433 2.2436 1.30455 1.900 1.19722 2.1429 1.34519 

Noticed the companies 

that constitute 

sustainability-themed 

indices 

2.1804 1.23985 2.2691 1.36248 2.6000 1.26491 2.5714 1.51186 

General Awareness 

Related to 

Sustainability 

46.9588 18.69599 48.6591 18.63295 50.3333 20.33364 48.5714 24.17966 

Source: Primary data 
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 Table 5.73 presents the mean and standard deviation of general awareness 

related to sustainability among different marital status groups. Regarding most 

individual variables, the mean values are slightly higher for the widowed respondents. 

The results show that the mean general awareness related to sustainability is highest 

among the widowed group, with a mean value of 50.333 and a standard deviation of 

20.33364. 

Overall, these results suggest that widowed individuals may have a greater 

general awareness of sustainability, although there is also considerable variation in 

responses across different marital status groups. The result also suggests that the mean 

score of general awareness related to sustainability ranges from 46.9588 to 50.3333, 

indicating a low level of awareness among the respondents, irrespective of their 

marital status. 

5.4.5.5.4.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise General 

Awareness Related to Sustainability 

A hypothesis was formulated to test whether there is any relationship between 

general awareness on sustainability and the marital status of the investors. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different marital status groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different marital status groups. 

The data was found to be non-normal thus, the non-parametric alternative 

Kruskal-Wallis H test was performed to evaluate the relationship between marital 

status and general awareness related to sustainability. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.74. 
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Table 5.74 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise General Awareness 

Related to Sustainability 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Marital 

Status) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

General Awareness Related 

to Sustainability 

Single 272.06 

 

1.411 

 

0.703 

Married 287.92 

Widowed 303.50 

Separated 268.36 

Source: Primary data 

It is observed that the Kruskal-Wallis H test result shows a value of 1.411 and 

a p-value of 0.703 (Sig. value 0.703). As the p-value is greater than 0.05, it is inferred 

that there is no significant difference in general awareness related to sustainability 

among the investors belonging to different marital status groups. The results of the 

Kruskal-Wallis H test exhibit that marital status does not have a significant impact on 

investors’ general awareness related to sustainability. 

5.4.5.5.5. Overall Awareness and Dimensions: Marital Status-wise Comparison 

A marital status-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of awareness on 

socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially responsible 

investment. Table 5.75 exhibits the different dimensions of SRI awareness and overall 

SRI awareness concerning the Marital Status of the respondents. 
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Table 5.75 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Marital Status-wise Awareness on Different Dimensions of Socially Responsible Investment and 

Overall Awareness 

Variables 

Marital Status 

Single Married Widowed Separated 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

Awareness on different 

aspects of socially 

responsible investment 

49.5337 22.03241 49.9547 22.03299 50.8000 21.68871 38.0000 22.80351 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

indices 

49.5017 24.67598 49.0840 25.53490 48.6667 24.25177 37.6190 24.84875 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

Funds 

46.1635 23.86292 45.6333 25.08946 53.1429 26.18441 39.5918 29.06378 

General awareness 

related to Sustainability 

46.9588 18.69599 48.6591 18.63295 50.3333 20.33364 48.5714 24.17966 

Overall Awareness on 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

48.0607 17.28518 48.3328 17.41432 50.7357 19.65323 40.9456 15.80389 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.75 reports the degree of awareness on different dimensions of socially 

responsible investment and overall awareness across investors from different marital 

status groups. It is clear from the table that the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment is slightly highest among the widowed group of 

investors, with a mean value of 50.8 and lowest among the separated group of 

investors, with a mean value of 38.0.  Similarly, the highest degree of awareness of 

funds with a sustainability theme is found among widowed investors, with a mean 

value of 53.1429. In contrast, the lowest degree of awareness is found among 

separated investors, with a mean value of 39.5918. Regarding awareness on 

sustainability-themed indices, the mean score is highest and almost similar for single 

and married investors, with mean scores of 49.5017 and 49.0840, respectively. It is 

the lowest among the separated groups of investors, with a mean score of 37.6190. 

The table also reveals that the mean general awareness score is highest among the 

widowed respondents and lowest among the single category respondents. The overall 

awareness on socially responsible investment is highest among the widowed investors 

with a mean value of 50.7357 and standard deviation of 19.65323 and lowest among 

the separated investors with a mean value of 40.9456 and standard deviation of 

15.80389. 

Overall, the result implies that widowed investors have slightly higher 

awareness levels across all dimensions of socially responsible investment except for 

sustainability-themed indices compared to other marital status categories. While 

separated group of individuals tend to have the lowest level of awareness for most 

aspects and overall awareness. However, the awareness levels on all the aspects and 

overall awareness are relatively low for all groups, irrespective of their marital status. 

5.4.5.5.5.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Comparison of 

Overall Awareness on SRI 

A hypothesis is formulated to examine whether there is any significant 

difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment among different 

marital status groups. 
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H0: There is no significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different marital status groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different marital status groups. 

Since the data does not follow normal distribution, the above hypothesis is validated 

using a non-parametric alternative. The Kruskal Wallis H test was used to test the 

hypothesis, and the result is exhibited in Table 5.76. 

Table 5.76 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Marital Status-wise Comparison of Overall 

Awareness on SRI 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Marital 

Status) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Overall Awareness on 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

Single 280.83 

 

1.376 

 

0.711 

Married 283.37 

Widowed 303.00 

Separated 215.36 

Source: Primary data 

The Kruskal-Wallis H test results show that the p-value (Sig value. 0.711) is 

greater than 0.05, and thus the null hypothesis is accepted. That is, there is no 

significant difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment 

among investors of different marital status groups. This indicates that the marital 

status of the respondents does not have any significant influence on the overall 

awareness on Socially Responsible Investment. 
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5.4.5.6. The Relationship between Average Annual Income and Awareness on 

Socially Responsible Investment 

An Average Annual Income-wise comparison is made for different dimensions 

of awareness on socially responsible investment and overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment. 

5.4.5.6.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: 

Average Annual Income-wise Comparison 

Table 5.77 presents a comparison of the level of awareness regarding various 

aspects of socially responsible investment among investors categorized by their 

average annual income groups. The table provides the mean and standard deviation of 

the awareness levels. 



258 
 

Table 5.77 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Average Annual Income-wise Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Variables 

Average Annual Income 

Below Rupees 250000 Rs.250001- Rs.500000 Rs.500001- Rs.750000 Rs.750001- Rs.1000000 Above Rs.1000000 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Socially 

responsible 

investment 

2.7128 1.44505 2.7161 1.41768 2.5882 1.65029 2.5152 1.35013 2.4828 1.41308 

Ethical 

investment 
3.2926 1.39692 3.1097 1.42595 3.0294 1.48596 3.0000 1.35873 2.9425 1.40063 

Community 

investment 
2.4840 1.31822 2.3871 1.28117 2.2647 1.43118 2.3485 1.29487 2.1954 1.31042 

ESG investment 2.4894 1.40849 2.4516 1.42880 2.5147 1.52093 2.5303 1.37247 2.3793 1.38296 

Sustainable 

investment 
2.5106 1.43482 2.5195 1.41523 2.5000 1.50124 2.6061 1.42374 2.3793 1.38296 

Mission-based 

investment 
2.6543 1.49603 2.3742 1.36348 2.6324 1.51514 2.6667 1.45002 2.5172 1.43755 

Impact 

investment 
2.3723 1.41409 2.1484 1.32309 2.1471 1.37423 2.0758 1.25650 2.1149 1.26146 
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Islamic 

investment 
2.7074 1.51800 2.5097 1.51344 2.4412 1.58710 2.2121 1.48340 2.2529 1.45649 

Green bond 2.2660 1.34582 2.1419 1.26100 2.2059 1.37742 2.1364 1.35745 2.1494 1.29874 

Green 

governance 
2.3936 1.43834 2.1871 1.34255 2.3088 1.42742 2.1364 1.36873 2.1839 1.33407 

Total 

Awareness on 

Different 

Aspects of 

Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

51.7660 21.98659 49.2338 22.01508 49.2647 23.81246 48.4545 19.86972 47.1954 22.29080 

Source: Primary data 



260 
 

Table 5.77 describes the degree of awareness on various aspects of socially 

responsible investment among investors with varying average annual incomes.  The 

average level of awareness for the majority of the aspects of socially responsible 

investment is slightly highest among investors earning less than Rs. 250000. The 

highest mean score was recorded for ethical investing among all income categories, 

with average scores ranging from 2.9425 to 3.2926. In other words, regardless of 

income level, investors are aware of the concept of ethical investment. For socially 

responsible investment, the highest mean score is found for investors with an average 

annual income between Rs. 250001 and Rs.500000, followed closely by investors 

with incomes less than Rs 250000. The awareness level then decreases as the average 

annual income increases. The same pattern can be observed for ethical investment and 

community investment.  

However, for other aspects such as impact investment, Islamic investment, 

green bonds and green governance, the mean awareness level is highest among 

investors with an average annual income of less than 250000 rupees. For these 

variables, the degree of awareness tends to decrease with an increase in average 

annual income, except for the above Rs1000000 income group. The table also 

suggests that the total awareness score for various aspects of SRI is highest among 

investors belonging to the Rs 250000 income group with a mean value of 51.7660, 

followed by the Rs 500001-Rs 750000 income group and Rs 250001- Rs 500000 

average income group with mean scores of 49.2647 and 49.2338 respectively. The 

lowest level of awareness was observed for investors with above Rs 1000000 average 

annual incomes. Overall, the table suggests that investors with low average annual 

incomes are more aware of various aspects of socially responsible investment than 

those with high average annual incomes. However, the level of awareness is relatively 

low across all income groups, with a mean score ranging from 47.1954 to 51.7660 and 

only a slight variation across all income groups. 
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5.4.5.6.1.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise 

Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

To determine whether there is any difference in awareness on different aspects 

of SRI and average annual income, a hypothesis is developed, which is described 

below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different average annual income groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different average annual income groups.  

A non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test, was used to test the 

hypothesis because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.78. 

Table 5.78 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise Awareness on 

Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Dependent 

Variable 

Independent variable 

(Average Annual 

Income) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Different Aspects 

of Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

Below Rupees 250000 298.38 

 

3.498 

 

0.478 

Rs.250001- Rs.500000 278.15 

Rs.500001- Rs.750000 273.76 

Rs.750001- Rs.1000000 279.05 

Above Rs.1000000 262.09 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.78 exhibits the results of the Kruskal-Wallis H tests. It can be observed 

from Table 5.38 that the p-value (Sig. value 0.478) is greater than 0.05, so the null 

hypothesis is accepted. This implies no significant difference in the level of awareness 

about various aspects of SRI among investors of different average annual income 

groups. 
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5.4.5.6.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices: Average Annual Income-wise Comparison 

The awareness level on various sustainability-themed indices among investors classified by their average annual income groups is 

portrayed in Table 5.79. The mean and standard deviation provide an understanding of the level of awareness about sustainability-themed indices 

among investors of different average annual income groups. 

Table 5.79 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Average Annual Income-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

Variables 

Average Annual Income 

Below Rupees 250000 Rs.250001- Rs.500000 Rs.500001- Rs.750000 Rs.750001- Rs.1000000 Above Rs.1000000 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

S&P BSE 100 

ESG Index 

2.9468 1.56408 2.6968 1.38346 2.8382 1.49237 2.6970 1.53893 2.8391 1.51637 

S&P BSE 

CARBONEX 

2.3936 1.41963 2.1097 1.25650 2.3382 1.38876 2.1818 1.38018 2.2644 1.41799 

S&P BSE 

GREENEX 

2.2979 1.32705 2.0710 1.23850 2.4706 1.38726 2.0909 1.38927 2.2414 1.38064 

NIFTY100 ESG 

Index 

2.8617 1.47057 2.5871 1.39938 2.7794 1.46446 2.5606 1.57996 2.4713 1.44543 
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NIFTY 100 

Enhanced ESG 

Index 

2.6011 1.47180 2.4258 1.38146 2.5441 1.41878 2.4242 1.50957 2.3678 1.41516 

MSCI ESG India 

Index 

2.2979 1.36284 2.1355 1.20107 2.3529 1.40112 2.2424 1.41487 2.2529 1.37434 

Total Awareness 

on sustainability-

themed indices 

51.3298 25.13550 46.7527 23.54863 51.0784 25.49959 47.3232 27.13196 48.1226 26.34349 

 Source: Primary data 
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 Based on the investors’ average annual income, Table 5.79 shows the mean 

and standard deviation of awareness on sustainability-themed indices. The 

table clearly shows that investors below Rs 250000 average annual income have 

slightly higher awareness for most sustainability-themed indices except for the S&P 

BSE GREENEX and MSCI ESG India Index. For S&P BSE GREENEX and MSCI 

ESG India Index, investors in the Rs 500001-Rs750000 average annual income 

category have a slightly higher level of awareness than other categories. In the case of 

total awareness on sustainability-themed indices, investors having less than Rs 

250000 average annual income have the highest level of awareness with a mean score 

of 51.3298 and a standard deviation of 25.13550, immediately followed by the Rs 

500001-Rs750000 income group with a mean score of 51.0784 and a standard 

deviation of 25.49959.  

All other categories have low awareness levels, but the investors in the Rs 

250001–Rs500000 average annual income category have the lowest awareness level 

on sustainability-themed indices, with a mean score of 46.7527 and a standard 

deviation of 23.54863. The overall results suggest that the awareness on social 

responsibility-themed indices is comparatively low among investors irrespective of 

their average annual income, and the mean values range from 46.7527 to 51.3298. 
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5.4.5.6.2.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise 

Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

To test if there is any difference in awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices and the average annual income of the investors, a hypothesis was developed as 

described below: 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed indices among different average annual income groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices among different average annual income groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.80. 

Table 5.80 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 
variable 

(Average Annual 
Income) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-
Wallis H 

P value 

Awareness on 
Sustainability-themed 
Indices 

Below Rupees 
250000 

297.58 

3.872 0.424 

Rs.250001- 
Rs.500000 

269.84 

Rs.500001- 
Rs.750000 

295.34 

Rs.750001- 
Rs.1000000 

266.97 

Above Rs.1000000 274.22 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.80 highlights that the p-value (Sig value. 0.424) is greater than 0.05; 

thus, the null hypothesis is accepted. This shows no significant difference in the level 

of awareness of various sustainability-themed indices among investors belonging to 

different average annual income groups. 
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5.4.5.6.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds: Average Annual Income-wise Comparison 

Table 5.81 compares the awareness levels related to different sustainability-themed funds among investors who are grouped based on 

their average annual income. The mean and standard deviation are presented to give an insight into the level of understanding regarding 

sustainability-themed funds among investors of different average income groups. 

Table 5.81 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Average Annual Income-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

Variables 

Average Annual Income 

Below Rupees 250000 Rs.250001- Rs.500000 Rs.500001- Rs.750000 Rs.750001- Rs.1000000 Above Rs.1000000 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity 

ESG Fund 

2.4681 1.45302 2.3613 1.40446 2.2647 1.44158 2.2273 1.53718 2.2874 1.38856 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.9415 1.53455 2.6839 1.44938 2.2059 1.38821 2.5909 1.51888 2.5287 1.48511 

Nippon India Shariah 

BeEs 

2.6596 1.52731 2.3548 1.40843 2.1176 1.31046 2.3030 1.45676 2.2989 1.47155 
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Axis ESG Equity 

Fund 

2.3723 1.41787 2.1935 1.31967 2.2941 1.47677 2.0455 1.34086 2.2184 1.36761 

Quantum India ESG 

Equity Fund 

2.2287 1.33878 2.0323 1.20830 1.8971 1.25947 1.9091 1.35564 2.0690 1.33637 

Taurus Ethical Fund 2.4681 1.45302 2.3613 1.40446 2.2647 1.44158 2.2273 1.53718 2.2874 1.38856 

Avendus India ESG 

Fund 

2.9415 1.53455 2.6903 1.44854 2.2059 1.38821 2.5909 1.51888 2.5287 1.48511 

Mirae Asset ESG 

Sector Leaders ETF 

2.2287 1.33878 2.0323 1.20830 1.8971 1.25947 1.9091 1.35564 2.0690 1.33637 

Aditya Birla Sun Life 

ESG fund 

2.6596 1.52731 2.3548 1.40843 2.1176 1.31046 2.3030 1.45676 2.2989 1.47155 

ICICI prudential ESG 

fund 

2.3723 1.41787 2.1871 1.31814 2.2941 1.47677 2.0455 1.34086 2.2184 1.36761 

Kotak ESG 

opportunities fund 

2.3511 1.44568 2.2645 1.39609 1.9118 1.24271 2.0000 1.35873 2.1379 1.35692 
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Quant ESG equity 

fund 

2.0213 1.27903 1.9677 1.20830 1.8676 1.20824 1.8636 1.31133 2.0575 1.29719 

Invesco ESG equity 

fund 

2.2660 1.42683 2.1742 1.31992 1.9853 1.33263 2.0000 1.41421 2.2069 1.33937 

HSBC Global Equity 

Climate Change Fund 

of Fund 

2.2819 1.40294 2.2581 1.33795 2.1471 1.41700 2.0909 1.43288 2.1954 1.32804 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-

themed Funds 

48.9438 25.22587 45.5945 23.22920 42.1008 23.99039 43.0087 25.53064 44.8604 25.77923 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.81 shows that the awareness levels of sustainability-themed funds are 

slightly higher among respondents with an average annual income of less than Rs 

250000. Investors of less than Rs 250000 average annual income group have slightly 

higher mean scores than other income groups for all sustainability-themed funds 

except Quant ESG equity fund. Investors with average yearly incomes below 

Rs250000 also have slightly higher mean scores than other categories regarding the 

overall understanding of sustainability-themed funds. 

It is evident that in most social responsibility-themed funds and in terms of total 

awareness, investors in the Rs 500001-Rs 750000 income bracket have the lowest 

level of awareness compared to other categories.  

The total awareness is highest for investors with an average annual income of 

less than Rs 250000, with a mean score of 48.9438 and a standard deviation of 

25.22587. The overall awareness and awareness on specific funds is relatively low 

across all income categories of investors. The individual mean scores and total mean 

scores of sustainability-themed funds range from 1.8636 to 2.9415 and 42.1008 to 

48.9438, respectively. This implies that the levels of awareness on sustainability-

themed funds are very low. 

5.4.5.6.3.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise 

Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

A hypothesis was developed to examine the relationship between the average 

annual income of the respondents and awareness of sustainability-themed funds. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed funds among different average annual income groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds among different average annual income groups. 

 To test this hypothesis, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H test was used as 

the data was found to be non-normal. The results are presented in Table 5.82. 
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Table 5.82 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Average 

Annual 

Income) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Funds 

Below Rupees 

250000 
303.10 

6.910 0.141 

Rs.250001- 

Rs.500000 
285.91 

Rs.500001- 

Rs.750000 
253.51 

Rs.750001- 

Rs.1000000 
261.70 

Above 

Rs.1000000 
270.34 

Source: Primary data 

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test show that the p-value (with a 

significance of 0.141) is greater than 0.05; thus, the null hypothesis is accepted, and 

there is no significant difference in the level of awareness of various sustainability-

themed funds among investors of different average annual income groups. 
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5.4.5.6.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability: Average Annual Income-wise Comparison 

The general awareness on sustainability is studied among investors from different average annual income groups. The mean and standard 

deviation on general awareness on sustainability are exhibited in Table 5.83. 

Table 5.83 

Mean and Standard Deviation Showing Average Annual Income-wise General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

Variables 

Average annual income 

Below Rupees 250000 Rs.250001- Rs.500000 Rs.500001- Rs.750000 

Rs.750001- 

Rs.1000000 Above Rs.1000000 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Noticing the CSR 

initiatives of invested 

companies 

2.6702 1.26143 2.7935 1.23107 2.5735 1.31939 2.7424 1.30456 2.3563 1.12039 

Awareness on 

sustainability reporting 

of companies 

2.4787 1.24298 2.6645 1.33035 2.6471 1.40112 2.9545 1.48253 2.5057 1.28383 
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Noticing the 

companies that are 

doing sustainability 

reporting 

2.3404 1.31672 2.4452 1.33457 2.3971 1.35095 3.0000 1.47804 2.4138 1.22524 

Received information 

about sustainability 

rating agencies 

2.255 1.2953 2.181 1.2456 2.294 1.3720 2.455 1.4270 2.218 1.2706 

Received information 

about ESG 

(Environment, Social 

and Governance) 

scores of companies 

2.1915 1.27734 2.2387 1.35361 2.2941 1.33896 2.3333 1.31656 1.9655 1.11489 

Noticed the 

companies that 

constitute 

sustainability-themed 

indices 

2.1915 1.28983 2.2903 1.34342 2.4559 1.27471 2.4697 1.44882 1.9655 1.24310 

General Awareness 

Related to 

Sustainability 

47.0922 17.97029 48.7097 19.65939 48.8725 19.10615 53.1818 19.18361 44.7510 17.40706 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.83 portrays the degree of general awareness on sustainability based on 

the average annual income of investors. The data exhibits a low level of awareness of 

general aspects of sustainability among investors classified by income, i.e. average 

individual scores range between 2.181 and 3.0000 and there were only small 

differences in awareness between the different income groups. With a mean score of 

2.7935 and a standard deviation of 1.23107, investors in the Rs 250001–Rs 500000 

average annual income category are more interested in noticing the companies’ CSR 

initiatives. Investors with an average annual income of over Rs 10 lakh are least 

interested in corporate CSR practices. Their overall general awareness is also less than 

that of other income groups, with a mean score of 44.7510. 

These groups of investors may focus more on the financial return of their 

investment rather than non-financial aspects. For all other variables, the investors 

belonging to the Rs 750001-Rs1000000 average annual income category have slightly 

higher mean scores over other groups. That is, the total awareness on sustainability 

and awareness on different aspects of sustainability is highest among the investors in 

the Rs750001-Rs1000000 average annual income category. Since the range of the 

mean values for general sustainability awareness is between 44.7510 and 53.1818, it 

is assumed there is a low level of general sustainability awareness.  

5.4.5.6.4.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise 

General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

A hypothesis was formulated to test whether there is any relationship between 

general awareness on sustainability and the average annual income of the investors. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different average annual income groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different average annual income groups. 

The data is found to be non-normal; thus, the non-parametric alternative 

Kruskal-Wallis H test was performed to evaluate the relationship between average 

annual income and general awareness related to sustainability. The results of the test 

are presented in Table 5.84. 
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Table 5.84 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise General 

Awareness Related to Sustainability 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Average Annual 

Income) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

General Awareness Related 

to Sustainability 

Below Rupees 250000 275.28 

7.711 0.103 

Rs.250001- Rs.500000 285.54 

Rs.500001- Rs.750000 288.44 

Rs.750001- 

Rs.1000000 
326.00 

Above Rs.1000000 255.03 

Source: Primary data 

The findings of the Kruskal-Wallis H test highlight no significant difference in 

general awareness related to sustainability among the different average annual income 

groups with a p-value of 0.103 (Sig. value 0.103). As the p-value is greater than 0.05, 

the respondents’ average annual income does not significantly affect investors’ 

general awareness of sustainability. 
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5.4.5.6.5. Overall Awareness and Dimensions: Average Annual Income-wise Comparison 

An average annual income-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of awareness on socially responsible investment and 

overall awareness on socially responsible investment. Table 5.85 illustrates the different dimensions of SRI awareness and overall SRI awareness 

concerning the average annual income of the respondents. 

Table 5.85 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Average Annual Income-wise Awareness on Different Dimensions of Socially Responsible 

Investment and Overall Awareness 

Variables 

Average Annual Income 

Below Rupees 250000 Rs.250001- Rs.500000 Rs.500001- Rs.750000 

Rs.750001- 

Rs.1000000 Above Rs.1000000 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially 

Responsible Investment 

51.7660 21.98659 49.2338 22.01508 49.2647 23.81246 48.4545 19.86972 47.1954 22.29080 
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Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

Indices 

51.3298 25.13550 46.7527 23.54863 51.0784 25.49959 47.3232 27.13196 48.1226 26.34349 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

funds 

48.9438 25.22587 45.5945 23.22920 42.1008 23.99039 43.0087 25.53064 44.8604 25.77923 

General awareness 

related to Sustainability 

47.0922 17.97029 48.7097 19.65939 48.8725 19.10615 53.1818 19.18361 44.7510 17.40706 

Overall Awareness on 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

49.7829 17.04373 47.5968 17.03042 47.8291 17.35102 47.9921 17.90328 46.2323 18.34796 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.85 exhibits the degree of awareness of various dimensions of SRI and 

overall awareness on socially responsible investment (SRI) among investors classified 

by their average annual incomes. 

It is found that the majority of the variables of awareness, such as awareness 

on different aspects of SRI, awareness on sustainability-themed funds and indices, the 

investors having less than Rs 250000 average annual income group have a slightly 

higher level of awareness than other groups.  It is also evident from Table that, in the 

case of overall awareness, investors having less than Rs 250000 average annual 

income possess a slightly higher rate of awareness compared to other categories with 

a mean score of 49.7829 and a standard deviation of 17.04373 and lowest among 

investors having more than Rs1000000 average annual income with a mean score of 

46.2323 and a standard deviation of 18.34796. The awareness level for all other 

income categories is almost the same, with relatively similar mean values ranging 

from 47.5968 to 47.9921. The mean scores of awareness on different dimensions and 

overall awareness on SRI reveal that the investors have limited awareness of SRI 

irrespective of their income.  

5.4.5.6.5.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise 

Comparison of Overall Awareness on SRI 

To examine whether there is any significant difference in the overall 

awareness on socially responsible investment among different average annual income 

groups of the respondents, a hypothesis is formulated. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different average annual income groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different average annual income groups.  

Since the data does not follow normal distribution, the above hypothesis is 

validated using a non-parametric alternative. The Kruskal Wallis H test was used to 

test the hypothesis, and the result is exhibited in Table 5.86. 
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Table 5.86 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Average Annual Income-wise Comparison of 

Overall Awareness on SRI 

 

Dependent 

Variable 

Independent variable 

(Average Annual Income) 
Mean Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Overall Awareness 

on Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

Below Rupees 250000 298.10 

 

3.569 

 

0.467 

Rs.250001- Rs.500000 277.22 

Rs.500001- Rs.750000 279.01 

Rs.750001- Rs.1000000 278.96 

Above Rs.1000000 260.30 

Source: Primary data 

The Kruskal-Wallis H test results show that the p-value is greater than 0.05 

(Sig value. 0.467) and thus, the null hypothesis is accepted. That is, there is no 

significant difference in the overall awareness on socially responsible investment 

among investors from different average annual income groups. 

5.4.6. The Relationship between Stock Market Participation and Awareness on 

Socially Responsible Investment 

The participation of investors in the stock market may enhance their 

understanding on different financial instruments in the stock market, trading strategies 

and overall understanding of the stock market. The experience of the investors may 

also create awareness on socially responsible investment.  

5.4.6.1. The Relationship between Experience and Awareness on Socially 

Responsible Investment 

The stock market experiences of the investors are compared to different 

dimensions of awareness on socially responsible investment and overall awareness on 

socially responsible investment. 
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5.4.6.1.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: 

Experience-wise Comparison 

Table 5.87 compares awareness levels on various concepts related to socially 

responsible investment among individuals with varying experience levels. The mean 

and standard deviation values highlight the extent and variability of awareness about 

different aspects of socially responsible investment with different experience levels. 

The table details individuals’ familiarity with various aspects of socially responsible 

investment depending on their experience level. 
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5.4.6.1.1. Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment: Experience-wise Comparison 

Table 5.87 compares awareness levels on various concepts related to socially responsible investment among individuals with 

varying experience levels. The mean and standard deviation values highlight the extent and variability of awareness about different 

aspects of socially responsible investment with different experience levels. The table details individuals’ familiarity with various aspects 

of socially responsible investment depending on their experience level. 

Table 5.87 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Experience-wise Awareness on Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

Variables 
 

Experience in Stock Market Operation 

Below one year 1- 3 years 3-5 years 5-10 years Above 10 years 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Socially 
responsible 
investment 

2.6061 1.43435 2.5912 1.47216 2.5806 1.42734 2.8542 1.47954 2.6818 1.35879 

Ethical 
investment 

2.9621 1.38369 3.0943 1.42666 3.1097 1.43050 3.3438 1.40546 3.4091 1.36832 

Community 
investment 

2.3030 1.28372 2.2642 1.33337 2.4000 1.29234 2.5417 1.34491 2.5909 1.46902 

ESG 
investment 

2.2348 1.32998 2.4465 1.46109 2.5419 1.41531 2.6667 1.44853 2.6818 1.35879 

Sustainable 
investment 

2.2121 1.34238 2.5220 1.46623 2.5909 1.41705 2.6979 1.43725 2.6364 1.46533 
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Mission-
based 

investment 
2.1136 1.31142 2.5660 1.49484 2.7419 1.43173 2.7708 1.47598 2.8636 1.42413 

Impact 
investment 

2.0530 1.28595 2.1950 1.38014 2.2000 1.33095 2.4167 1.36626 2.4091 1.40269 

Islamic 
investment 

2.3561 1.47308 2.4906 1.56653 2.4710 1.49592 2.6354 1.52260 2.8636 1.58251 

Green bond 2.1288 1.29830 2.1509 1.31779 2.3032 1.34055 2.1146 1.24706 2.4091 1.59341 

Green 
governance 

2.1970 1.36722 2.1950 1.38014 2.3355 1.39236 2.3229 1.40297 2.4091 1.50108 

Total 
Awareness 

on 
Different 
Aspects of 

Socially 
Responsible 
Investment 

46.3333 21.76231 49.0314 22.23107 50.7013 21.22834 52.7292 22.74827 53.9091 23.09795 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.87 illustrates the level of awareness on various aspects of socially 

responsible investment (SRI) based on the investors’ experience in stock market 

operations. The table clearly shows that investors with more than 10 years of stock 

market experience have the highest understanding on various SRI aspects, with a 

mean value of 53.9091 and a standard deviation of 23.09795. It is also evident from 

the table that investors with less than one year of experience have the lowest level of 

understanding of various aspects related to SRI compared to other groups, with a 

mean value of 46.3333 and a standard deviation of 21.76231. These findings imply 

that investors with more experience in the stock market tend to have higher awareness 

of concepts related to socially responsible investment (SRI) than those with less 

experience. The mean score for ethical investment is highest among investors with 

more than ten years of experience, with a mean score of 3.4091 and lowest among 

investors with less than one year of experience, with a mean score of 2.9621. It is also 

important to note that ethical investment is a comparatively known concept compared 

to other concepts across all investors. However, in the case of SRI, the awareness is 

comparatively low compared to ethical investment. 

On the other hand, the lowest mean score, 2.0530, is observed for impact 

investment by investors with less than one year of experience. For other concepts such 

as ethical investment, mission-based investment, ESG investment, Sustainable 

investment, and Islamic investment, the investors’ level of awareness slightly 

increases with their experience in the stock market. This implies that the experience 

may be considered as a factor in increasing awareness on SRI and related concepts of 

SRI. However, the overall awareness on SRI-related concepts is relatively low across 

all investors, irrespective of their experience in the stock market, because the mean 

values range between 46.3333 and 53.9091.  

5.4.6.1.1.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Awareness on 

Different Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

To identify whether there is any difference in awareness of different aspects of 

SRI and the experience of the investors in the stock market operation, a hypothesis is 

developed, which is described below: 
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H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different experience groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment among different experience groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test, was 

used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.88. 

Table 5.88 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially Responsible Investment 

 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Experience in Stock 

Market Operation) Mean Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

P value 

Awareness on Different 

Aspects of Socially 

Responsible 

Investment 

Below one year 255.66  

6.858 

 

0.144 1- 3 years 275.94 

3-5 years 293.09 

5-10 years 303.45 

Above 10 years 312.64 

 Source: Primary data 

It can be observed from Table 5.88 that the p-value (Sig. value 0.144) is 

greater than 0.05, so the null hypothesis is accepted. This indicates no significant 

difference in the level of awareness about various SRI aspects among investors from 

different experience groups. 

5.4.6.1.2. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices: Experience-wise 

Comparison 

The degree of awareness on different sustainability-themed indices among 

investors with varying levels of experience is displayed in Table 5.89. The mean and 

standard deviation exhibit how familiar investors are with various sustainability-

themed indices depending on their experience level in the stock market. 
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Table 5.89 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Experience-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Indices 

Variables 

Experience in Stock Market Operation 

Below one year 1- 3 years 3-5 years 5-10 years Above 10 years 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

S&P BSE 100 ESG 

Index 
2.5227 1.44342 2.8302 1.54349 2.9032 1.42234 2.9583 1.52120 3.3182 1.67293 

S&P BSE CARBONEX 2.1364 1.28866 2.3333 1.43935 2.2194 1.33519 2.2604 1.32383 2.8636 1.64159 

S&P BSE GREENEX 2.1061 1.25557 2.2264 1.36838 2.1484 1.26282 2.3646 1.36204 2.8182 1.65145 

NIFTY100 ESG Index 2.5682 1.39898 2.6855 1.51840 2.6000 1.42610 2.8229 1.44364 3.2727 1.69542 

NIFTY 100 Enhanced 

ESG Index 
2.4167 1.33103 2.4969 1.51730 2.3742 1.40106 2.6458 1.42887 3.0000 1.63299 

MSCI ESG India Index 2.0530 1.19359 2.2767 1.37294 2.2000 1.28123 2.4062 1.38851 2.8182 1.70814 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Indices 

46.0101 23.66518 49.4969 26.14788 48.1505 23.85061 51.5278 25.66048 60.3030 31.38613 

 Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.89 shows the awareness level of investors towards different 

sustainability-themed indices by the investors categorized into five groups based on 

their experience in stock market operations. The social responsibility-themed indices 

include S&P BSE 100 ESG Index, S&P BSE CARBONEX, S&P BSE GREENEX, 

NIFTY100 ESG Index, NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG Index and MSCI ESG India 

Index. It is revealed that for all sustainability-themed indices, investors with more 

than ten years of experience in the stock market have the highest level of awareness 

compared to other groups. In contrast, investors with less than one year of experience 

have the lowest mean score for all indices except for the NIFTY 100 Enhanced ESG 

Index. This suggests that the experience of the investors may influence their 

awareness of sustainability-themed indices. For the S&P BSE 100 ESG Index, 

investors with more than ten years of experience have the highest level of awareness, 

with a mean score of 3.3182 and a standard deviation of 1.67293. Additionally, the 

table reveals that the investors with over ten years of experience have the highest 

mean score, with a mean of 3.3182 and a standard deviation of 1.67293, followed by 

the NIFTY100 ESG Index, with a mean of 3.2727 and a standard deviation of 

1.69542. Similarly, investors with less than one year of experience have the lowest 

mean score for the MSCI ESG India Index with a mean of 2.0530 and a standard 

deviation of 1.19359. The overall awareness score on sustainability-themed indices 

rises with stock market experience, ranging from 46.0101 for investors with less than 

one year of experience to 60.3030 for those with more than ten years of experience. 

Although the mean score for different degrees of experience in stock market 

operations ranges from 46.0101 to 60.3030, it can be concluded that investors have a 

relatively low level of awareness regarding various sustainability-related indices.  

5.4.6.1.2.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

To test if there is any difference in awareness about sustainability-themed 

indices and the experience of investors, a hypothesis was developed as described 

below: 

 



286 
 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed indices among different experience groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices among different experience groups. 

To test the hypothesis, a non-parametric alternative, the Kruskal-Wallis H test, 

was used because the data was found to be non-normal. The results of the test are 

presented in Table 5.90. 

Table 5.90 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Indices 

 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Experience in Stock 

Market Operation) 

Mean Rank 

 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

 

P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Indices 

Below one year 263.87 

 

5.667 

 

0.225 

1- 3 years 284.46 

3-5 years 278.40 

5-10 years 298.10 

Above 10 years 340.89 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.90 portrays that the p-value (Sig value. 0.225) is greater than 0.05. 

Thus, the null hypothesis is accepted. This reveals no significant difference in the 

level of awareness of various sustainability-themed indices among investors of 

different experience groups. 

5.4.6.1.3. Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds: Experience-wise 

Comparison 

Table 5.91 compares the awareness level of investors on various sustainability-

themed funds with respect to their experience. The mean and standard deviation 

values exhibit the level of awareness on sustainability-themed funds among investors 

with different levels of experience.  
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Table 5.91 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Experience-wise Awareness on Sustainability-themed Funds 

Variables 

Experience in Stock Market Operation 

Below one year 1- 3 years 3-5 years 5-10 years Above 10 years 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund 2.2500 1.28036 2.2830 1.52669 2.3161 1.44938 2.5625 1.41282 2.9545 1.55769 

Tata Ethical Fund 2.5758 1.38763 2.6730 1.49893 2.5548 1.51247 2.9687 1.56577 2.9091 1.65929 

Nippon India Shariah BeEs 2.2803 1.33830 2.3585 1.50225 2.4129 1.51094 2.5938 1.39607 2.8182 1.73580 

Axis ESG Equity Fund 2.1970 1.24446 2.1635 1.45339 2.1806 1.35067 2.5104 1.40671 2.5909 1.65210 

Quantum India ESG Equity Fund 1.9773 1.13559 1.8994 1.31782 2.1097 1.33177 2.3750 1.29980 2.3182 1.61500 

Taurus Ethical Fund 2.2500 1.28036 2.2830 1.52669 2.3161 1.44938 2.5625 1.41282 2.9545 1.55769 

Avendus India ESG Fund 2.5833 1.38719 2.6730 1.49893 2.5548 1.51247 2.9687 1.56577 2.9091 1.65929 
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Mirae Asset ESG Sector Leaders 

ETF 

1.9773 1.13559 1.8994 1.31782 2.1097 1.33177 2.3750 1.29980 2.3182 1.61500 

Aditya Birla Sun Life ESG fund 2.2803 1.33830 2.3585 1.50225 2.4129 1.51094 2.5938 1.39607 2.8182 1.73580 

ICICI prudential ESG fund 2.1894 1.24258 2.1635 1.45339 2.1806 1.35067 2.5104 1.40671 2.5909 1.65210 

Kotak ESG opportunities fund 2.0682 1.22439 2.0692 1.41027 2.2452 1.42036 2.4792 1.42887 2.4091 1.65210 

Quant ESG equity fund 1.8712 1.08004 1.9182 1.31191 1.9613 1.29376 2.1667 1.24534 2.2727 1.54863 

Invesco ESG equity fund 2.0152 1.16557 2.0818 1.44068 2.1806 1.41637 2.3333 1.34295 2.8636 1.61232 

HSBC Global Equity Climate 

Change Fund of Fund 

2.1894 1.21148 2.1384 1.45166 2.1355 1.39609 2.4167 1.35076 2.8182 1.59273 

Total Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

43.8636 22.20704 44.2318 25.04292 45.2442 25.31336 50.5952 24.90684 53.6364 29.08627 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.91 describes the investors’ awareness on sustainability-themed funds 

based on their experience in stock market operations. The mean scores of awareness 

range from 1.8712 to 2.9545, with the highest mean score of 2.9545 observed for SBI 

Magnum Equity ESG Fund and Taurus Ethical Fund by investors with more than ten 

years of experience. The lowest mean score of 1.8712 was identified for Quant ESG 

equity fund by investors with less than one year of experience. It is evident from table 

that, for all sustainability-themed funds except for Mirae Asset ESG Sector Leaders 

ETF, investors with more than ten years of experience scored the highest degree of 

awareness compared to investors belonging to other groups.  The overall results 

suggest that the total awareness on sustainability-themed funds improved with stock 

market experience; that is, the mean scores improved from 43.8636 for investors with 

less than one year of experience to 53.6364 for those with over ten years of 

experience. However, the mean values indicate that the investors’ awareness of 

sustainability-themed funds is relatively low, despite some variation based on 

experience level. 

5.4.6.1.3.1. Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

A hypothesis was developed to examine the relationship between the 

experience of the investors in the stock market and awareness of sustainability-themed 

funds. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-

themed funds among different experience groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds among different experience groups. 

  To test this hypothesis, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H test was used as 

the data was found to be non-normal. The results are presented in Table 5.92. 
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Table 5.92 

Results of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed Funds 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Experience in Stock 

Market Operation) 

Mean Rank 
Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

Awareness on 

Sustainability-themed 

Funds 

Below one year 273.86 

 

6.676 

 

0.154 

1- 3 years 270.37 

3-5 years 276.55 

5-10 years 315.49 

Above 10 years 319.93 

Source: Primary data 

It is evident from Table 5.92 that there is no significant difference in the level 

of awareness of various sustainability-themed funds among investors of different 

experience groups with a p-value of 0.154, which is greater than 0.05. Thus, the null 

hypothesis is accepted. 
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5.4.6.1.4. General Awareness Related to Sustainability: Experience-wise Comparison 

Table 5.93 highlights a comparison of general awareness on sustainability among investors with varying levels of experience in the 

stock market. The table displays the mean and standard deviation values that indicate the level and variability of awareness about 

sustainability across different experience groups.  

Table 5.93 

Mean and Standard Deviation Showing Experience-wise General Awareness Related to Sustainability 

Variables 

Experience in Stock Market Operation 

Below one year 1- 3 years 3-5 years 5-10 years 
Above 10 years 

 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean Std. Deviation Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Noticing the CSR initiatives of 

invested companies 
2.6970 1.24139 2.5031 1.20060 2.6581 1.24023 2.8125 1.26751 2.7273 1.57908 

Awareness on sustainability reporting 

of companies 
2.5909 1.21664 2.4591 1.27658 2.5806 1.41821 2.9167 1.31122 2.6818 1.58524 

Noticing the companies that are 

doing sustainability reporting 
2.5303 1.28669 2.3396 1.32565 2.4581 1.39684 2.6458 1.32966 2.2273 1.44525 
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Received information about 

sustainability rating agencies 
2.318 1.2740 2.170 1.3227 2.194 1.2848 2.417 1.2869 2.273 1.5176 

Received information about ESG 

(Environment, Social and 

Governance) scores of companies 

2.3106 1.32580 2.1132 1.28270 2.1419 1.26100 2.3021 1.26591 2.0909 1.41115 

Noticed the companies that 

constitute sustainability-themed 

indices 

2.3485 1.30170 2.2075 1.34576 2.3226 1.39076 2.0833 1.20234 2.1364 1.24577 

General Awareness Related to 

Sustainability 
49.3182 18.98948 45.9748 18.27696 47.8495 18.53098 50.5903 19.17598 47.1212 19.44455 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.93 displays the general awareness level on sustainability by the 

investors classified based on their experience in the stock market. The highest mean 

score for general understanding related to sustainability is identified among investors 

with 5 to 10 years of experience, with a mean score of 50.5903, followed by investors 

with less than one year of experience, with a mean score of 49.3182. The lowest level 

of understanding of general sustainability is found among investors with 1 to 3 years 

of experience, with a mean score of 45.9748, followed by investors with more than 

ten years of experience, with a mean score of 47.1212. However, the standard 

deviation for the mean score is also highest among investors with more than 10 years 

of experience (19.44455), indicating greater variability in awareness levels among this 

group of investors. It is also evident from the table that the investors with more than 

ten years of experience have a mean score of 47.1212 for general awareness related to 

sustainability, which is lower than the mean scores of investors with 5-10 years of 

experience (50.5903) and below one year of experience (49.3182). This suggests that 

even experienced investors may have limited awareness of sustainability. Overall, the 

data suggests that the general awareness of sustainability is relatively low among all 

investors despite their experience in the stock market. 

5.4.6.1.4.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise General 

Awareness Related to Sustainability 

A hypothesis was formulated to test whether there is any relationship between 

general awareness on sustainability and experience in stock market operation. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different experience groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability among different experience groups. 

The data was found to be non-normal; thus, the non-parametric alternative 

Kruskal-Wallis H test was performed to evaluate the relationship between experience 

and general awareness related to sustainability. The results of the test are presented in 

Table 5.94. 
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Table 5.94 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise General Awareness Related 

to Sustainability 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent 

variable 

(Experience in 

Stock Market 

Operation) 

Mean 

Rank 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 
P value 

General awareness related 

to Sustainability 

Below one year 292.85 

 

4.110 

 

0.391 

1- 3 years 264.71 

3-5 years 280.25 

5-10 years 303.38 

Above 10 years 273.70 

   Source: Primary data 

Kruskal-Wallis H test reveals no significant difference in the mean ranks of 

general awareness on sustainability among the investors with different experiences. 

The null hypothesis is accepted since the p-value (Sig. value 0.391) is greater than 

0.05. The Kruskal-Wallis H test results imply that experience in the stock market 

operation does not significantly affect investors’ general awareness of sustainability. 
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5.4.6.1.5. Overall Awareness and Dimensions: Experience-wise Comparison 

An experience-wise comparison is made for different dimensions of awareness on socially responsible investment and overall awareness 

on socially responsible investment. Table 5.95 exhibits the different dimensions of SRI awareness and overall SRI awareness concerning the 

experience of the investors. 

Table 5.95 

Mean & Standard Deviation Showing Experience-wise Awareness on Different Dimensions of Socially Responsible Investment and 

Overall Awareness 

Variables 

Experience in Stock Market Operation 

Below one year 1- 3 years 3-5 years 5-10 years 
Above 10 years 

 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 
Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Awareness on different 

Aspects of Socially 

Responsible Investment 

46.3333 21.76231 49.0314 22.23107 50.7013 21.22834 52.7292 22.74827 53.9091 23.09795 

Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

Indices 

46.0101 23.66518 49.4969 26.14788 48.1505 23.85061 51.5278 25.66048 60.3030 31.38613 
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Awareness on 

sustainability-themed 

funds 

43.8636 22.20704 44.2318 25.04292 45.2442 25.31336 50.5952 24.90684 53.6364 29.08627 

General awareness related 

to Sustainability 
49.3182 18.98948 45.9748 18.27696 47.8495 18.53098 50.5903 19.17598 47.1212 19.44455 

Overall Awareness on 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

46.3813 16.45901 47.1837 17.45003 48.0108 16.88119 51.3606 17.67224 53.7424 22.27424 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.95 provides insights into the level of awareness about different dimensions of socially responsible investment (SRI) and overall 

awareness on SRI among investors with varying levels of experience in stock market operations. The table clearly shows that the overall 

awareness on SRI is improved with the experience of the investors. The results indicate that investors with more than ten years of experience 

have the highest level of overall awareness with a mean score of 53.7424 and standard deviation of 22.27424, while those with less than one year 

of experience have the lowest level of overall awareness with a mean score of 46.3813 and standard deviation of 16.45901. Even though the 

experience results in improved awareness on different aspects of SRI, general awareness is not improved by the experience of the investors.   

The overall results indicate that the total awareness on SRI is limited among the investors and ranges between 46.3813 and 53.7424.   
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5.4.6.1.5.1. Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Comparison of 

Overall Awareness on SRI 

To examine whether there is any significant difference in the overall 

awareness on socially responsible investment among different experience groups, a 

hypothesis is formulated. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different experience groups. 

H1: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment among different experience groups. 

Since the data does not follow normal distribution, the above hypothesis is 

validated using a non-parametric alternative. Kruskal Wallis H test was used to test 

the hypothesis and the result is exhibited in Table 5.96. 

Table 5.96 

Result of Kruskal-Wallis H Test of Experience-wise Comparison of Overall 

Awareness on SRI 

 

Dependent Variable 

Independent variable 

(Experience in Stock 

Market Operation) 

Mean Rank 

 

Kruskal-

Wallis H 

P value 

Overall Awareness on 

Socially Responsible 

Investment 

Below one year 267.55 

 

5.803 

 

0.214 

1- 3 years 271.96 

3-5 years 281.45 

5-10 years 311.21 

Above 10 years 317.66 

Source: Primary data 

Kruskal-Wallis H test result indicates no significant difference amongst the 

various experience groups regarding their overall awareness of socially responsible 

investment. The null hypothesis is accepted since the p-value is greater than 0.05 (Sig 

value. 0.214). That is, there is no significant difference in the overall awareness on 

socially responsible investment among different experiences groups of investors. 



298 
 

Overall, the results suggest no significant relation between the stock market 

experience of the investors and their level of awareness on socially responsible 

investment (SRI). Therefore, the findings suggest that the level of awareness of SRI is 

not dependent on experience in stock market operations. Additionally, the analysis 

also shows that the overall level of awareness of SRI is limited among investors, 

regardless of their experience in the stock market. 

5.5. Perception Towards Socially Responsible Investment 

Socially responsible investment (SRI) is a relatively new concept in India, and 

its acceptance has been growing over the last decade (Rekha, 2017; Singhal, 2021; 

Jonwall et al., 2022). However, the concept is still relatively new to investors in 

Kerala. Understanding the perception of stock market investors in Kerala towards SRI 

requires a comprehensive study of various aspects and dimensions of SRI. The 

findings from such a study may provide valuable insights into the potential of SRI in 

Kerala, promote socially responsible investment practices in the region, and 

contribute to sustainable economic development. In this section, an evaluation is made 

concerning investors’ perception on the integration of social responsibility into 

investment decisions, reasons for investors’ preference and non-preference for 

socially responsible funds, attitudes towards investing in the sin industries, 

perceptions of the risks associated with SRI, perceptions of businesses that engage in 

socially irresponsible business practices and the preference for various SRI strategies. 

5.5.1. Opinion on Integrating the Concept of Social Responsibility into Stock 

Market Investment 

The respondents are requested to provide their perspective on the importance 

of incorporating the concept of social responsibility into stock market investment.  

The data was collected on a five-point scale. The opinions of the survey participants 

are presented in the following Table 5.97. 
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Table 5.97 

Opinion on Integrating the Concept of Social Responsibility into Stock Market 

Investment 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Not at all important 33 5.9 

Slightly Important 99 17.6 

Neutral 186 33.0 

Very Important 180 31.9 

Extremely Important 66 11.7 

Total 564 100.0 

 Source: Primary data 

It is clear from Table 5.97 that a significant percentage of the investors (31.9 

per cent) believe that the incorporation of social responsibility into stock market 

investment is very important, 11.7 per cent of the investors believe it is extremely 

important, and 17.6 per cent of the investors believe it to be somewhat important. A 

considerable percentage of investors (33 per cent) are neither in favour of nor against 

the idea of integrating social responsibility into stock market investing. Notably, 

barely 5.9 per cent of investors think that social responsibility should not be 

considered at all while making stock market investments. Overall, the result indicates 

that a sizeable proportion of investors (61.2 per cent) believe that incorporating social 

responsibility into stock market investment decisions is at least somewhat important.  

5.5.2. Investors’ Perception Regarding the Inclusion of Social Responsibility 

Criteria in Their Current Company’s Investment Decisions 

The investors’ opinions on the inclusion of social responsibility criteria into 

their current company’s investment decisions were gathered by using a five-point 

scale. Opinions on the five-point scale range from strongly oppose to strongly favour. 

The responses are reported in Table 5.98. 
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Table 5.98 

Investors’ Perception Regarding the Inclusion of Social Responsibility Criteria in 

Their Current Company’s Investment Decisions 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Oppose 17 3.0 

Somewhat oppose 17 3.0 

Neutral 144 25.5 

Somewhat favour 177 31.4 

Strongly favour 209 37.1 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

From Table 5.98, it is clear that a considerable proportion of investors (31.4 

per cent) favour incorporating social responsibility factors into their present 

company’s investment decision and a significant proportion of investors (37.1 per 

cent) strongly support the same. 25.5 per cent of investors have a neutral opinion on 

such inclusion and only a very small proportion of investors are against such inclusion 

of social responsibility.  

The overall result implies that the majority of the investors (68.5 per cent) 

support the inclusion of social responsibility in their current company’s investment 

decision, with the highest number of investors (209) strongly favouring it. This shows 

the positive attitude of investors towards social responsibility.  

5.5.3. Investment in a Socially Responsible Fund 

There are several mutual fund schemes and Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs) 

with a social responsibility focus available in India, including the Tata Ethical Fund, 

SBI Magnum Equity ESG Fund, Nippon India Shariah BeEs, Taurus Ethical Fund, 

Avendus India ESG Fund, ICICI Prudential ESG Fund, Mirae Asset ESG Sector 

Leaders ETF and other ESG based funds. Table 5.99 below lists the respondents who 

have and have not invested in any of these sustainability-related funds. 
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Table 5.99 

Investment in a Socially Responsible fund 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Not invested 526 93.3 

Invested 38 6.7 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

Of the total, only 38 investors have invested in a socially responsible fund, and 

526 investors have not invested in a socially responsible fund.  The majority of 

respondents (93.3 per cent) said they had not invested in a socially responsible fund. 

The majority of respondents (93.3 per cent) have not invested in a socially responsible 

fund. 

5.5.3.1. Motives behind the Preference for a Socially Responsible Investment 

The investors who have invested in any socially responsible funds are 

requested to explain the reasons behind their preference for such investments. Table 

5.100 outlines these factors influencing the choice for SRI. 

Table 5.100 

Motives behind the Preference for a Socially Responsible Investment 

Reasons Not a Motive Motive Total 

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total Percentage 

Security of 

investing in 

sustainable 

products 

10 26.3 28 73.7 38 100 

Reasonable 

return 

10 26.3 28 73.7 38 100 

As a part of 

social and 

environmental 

commitment 

20 52.6 18 47.4 38 100 
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Ethical or 

religious 

reasons 

25 65.8 13 34.2 38 100 

Advice from 

bank 

27 71.1 11 28.9 38 100 

Others 34 89.5 4 10.5 38 100 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.100 exhibits the factors influencing investors in selecting socially 

responsible funds. From the survey, it is found that only 38 respondents have invested 

SRI. Out of 38 respondents, the majority (73.7 per cent) opined that the security of 

investing in sustainable products and reasonable returns are the motivating factors for 

them to invest in SRI. 47.4 per cent of investors prefer SRI as a part of their social and 

environmental commitment and 34.2 per cent for ethical and religious reasons. 28.9 

per cent of investors opined that the advice from the banks motivated them to select 

SRI. The remaining investors expressed that socially responsible investments are less 

risky and offer greater returns than traditional investments. Thus, the result implies 

that investors believe that socially responsible investment may provide adequate 

returns and a safe alternative to traditional investments. 

5.5.3.2. Reason behind Not Preferring a Socially Responsible Investment 

Investors who have not invested in a socially responsible fund are requested to 

express the reason behind their non-preference for socially responsible investments. 

These reasons are portrayed in Table 5.101. 

Table 5.101 

Reason behind Not Preferring a Socially Responsible Investment 

 

Reasons 

Not a Reason Reason Total 

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total Percentage 

Lack of 

awareness 
166 31.6 360 68.4 526 100 

Low returns 236 44.9 290 55.1 526 100 

Profit 

motivated 
287 54.6 239 45.4 526 100 
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Lack of 

commitment 
429 81.6 97 18.4 526 100 

Doubts about 

the 

relationship 

between social 

and 

environmental 

variables and 

returns 

413 78.5 113 21.5 526 100 

Lack of 

governmental 

endorsement 

446 84.8 80 15.2 526 100 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.101 highlights the reasons behind the non-preference for SRI by the 

investors. It is already found that a large majority of investors have not purchased any 

of the socially responsible financial products. It is revealed from the table that, out of 

the total 526 respondents, the highest number of respondents (360 respondents) 

opined that lack of awareness is the reason behind their non-preference for SRI. This 

implies that the majority of the investors are not aware of sustainability-themed 

investment options and financial products. Investors posited low returns as their 

second most important concern for not preferring SRI, followed by profit motivation 

(45.4 per cent). This shows that many investors (290 respondents) believe that SRI 

may yield lower returns than other investment alternatives, and a sizable proportion of 

investors give more importance to profit from investment. Additionally, it was 

discovered that 18.4 per cent of investors claimed that lack of commitment was a 

reason for not favouring SRI. In comparison, 21.5 per cent of investors mentioned 

uncertainty regarding the link between social and environmental factors and returns as 

a reason for not investing in SRI. 15.2 per cent of investors claimed that they did not 

prefer SRI since the government had not done enough to promote it.  
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5.5.4. Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially Responsible 

Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

Investments involve some risk, which refers to the possibility of variation in 

the returns. The investors are requested to compare the perceived risks of socially 

responsible investments (SRI) with conventional investments. Investors’ perception of 

SRI risk relative to traditional investing options are provided in Table 5.102 

Table 5.102 

Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially Responsible Investments as 

Compared to Conventional Investments 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Very lower risk 21 3.7 

Lower risk 99 17.6 

Similar risk 286 50.7 

Higher risk 141 25.0 

Very higher risk 17 3.0 

Total 564 100.0 

Mean 3.06 

Standard Deviation 0.83224 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.102 outlines that half of the investors (50.7 per cent) perceive SRI as 

equally risky as conventional investments. This indicates that 286 investors believe 

the risks associated with conventional and social responsibility-themed investments 

are almost comparable. A significant percentage of investors (25 per cent) believe that 

SRI involves high risks compared to conventional investments, and only a slight 

percentage (3 per cent) believe that it involves very high risks. Only a small 

proportion of investors (3.7 per cent) believe that SRI is a very low-risk investing 

option. In contrast, a considerable proportion of investors (17.6 per cent) believe that 

SRI entails lesser risk.  

The table also includes information on the mean and standard deviation; the 

mean value of 3.06 indicates that investors perceive SRI risk as high but not 

extremely high compared to conventional investment. 



305 
 

5.5.4.1. Gender-wise Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially 

Responsible Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

A gender-wise analysis is conducted on investors’ perception of the risks 

associated with socially responsible investments as compared to conventional 

investments. The mean and standard deviation of the gender-wise comparison are 

highlighted in Table 5.103  

Table 5.103 

Perception of Risk Related to Socially Responsible Investments Compared to 

Conventional Investments- Gender-wise Comparison 

Gender Mean Std. Deviation 

Male 3.0668 .83661 

Female 3.0171 .81983 

Others 3.2308 .83205 

Total 3.0603 .83224 

Source: Primary data 

It is clear from Table 5.103 that the overall mean value (3.0603) indicates that 

investors perceive socially responsible investments as having high risk compared to 

conventional investments. The investors who fall under the others category perceive 

slightly higher risk in socially responsible investment than in conventional 

investment. It is also evident from the table that male investors perceive a slightly 

higher level of risk in SRI than female investors. The overall mean values and 

individual mean values range from 3.0171 to 3.2308, which shows that there is not 

much difference between perceptions of risk on SRI. It is also noted from the table 

that the average perception of male investors and overall perception are almost the 

same. 

5.5.4.2. Age-wise Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially 

Responsible Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

Table 5.104 illustrates an age-wise analysis of investors’ perception of the 

risks associated with socially responsible investments compared to conventional 

investments. The table describes the mean and standard deviation for each age group. 
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Table 5.104 

Perception of Risk Related to Socially Responsible Investments Compared to 

Conventional Investments - Age-wise Comparison 

Age Group Mean Std. Deviation 

Up to 30 years 2.9506 .83172 

30-60 Years 3.1429 .82665 

Above 60 years 3.1667 .75277 

Total 3.0603 .83224 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.104 demonstrates that when age rises, there is a slight rise in the 

perception of risk on SRI. Risk perception is generally lower for those under 30 years 

old, with a mean value of 2.9506, followed by those in the 30 to 60-year age range, 

with a mean value of 3.1429, and slightly higher for those over 60 years old, with a 

mean value of 3.1667. With an overall mean value of 3.0603, investors consider SRI 

riskier than conventional funds.  

5.5.4.3. Education-wise Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially 

Responsible Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

The educational-group-wise analysis of the perception of the risk associated 

with SRI compared to conventional funds is displayed in Table 5.105.  

Table 5.105 

Perception of Risk Related to Socially Responsible Investments Compared to 

Conventional Investments - Education-wise Comparison 

Educational Qualification Mean Std. Deviation 

Below SSLC 2.6250 1.30247 

SSLC 3.1143 .75815 

Plus Two 3.1579 .78232 

Graduation 3.0514 .87863 

Post-Graduation 3.0000 .81650 

Others 3.1481 .66238 

Total 3.0603 .83224 

Source: Primary data 
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Table 5.105 makes it evident that investors with education levels below the 

SSLC have the lowest level of risk perception compared to other educational groups 

with a mean value of 2.6250, followed by investors with post-graduation as their 

highest qualification with a mean value of 3.00. With a mean value of 3.1579, 

investors with Plus Two qualification have the highest level of risk perception. It is 

clear from the table that investors with different educational backgrounds have 

varying mean scores, which indicate varying levels of perceived risk, but the 

variations are not significant.  

5.5.4.4. Occupation-wise Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially 

Responsible Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

Table 5.106 compares perceptions of risk associated with SRI investments 

versus conventional funds by occupation.  

Table 5.106 

Perception of Risk Related to Socially Responsible Investments Compared to 

Conventional Investments - Occupation-wise Comparison 

Occupation Mean Std. Deviation 

Business 3.0132 .85625 

Profession 3.0930 .80469 

Government Employee 3.1238 .85142 

Private Employee 3.0143 .85548 

Retired 3.1250 .64087 

Others 3.1111 .74748 

Total 3.0603 .83224 

Source: Primary data 

It is worth noting from Table 5.106 that retired investors and government 

employees have slightly higher levels of perceived risk on SRI compared to 

conventional investments, with mean values of 3.1250 and 3.1238, respectively. The 

risk perception is low for investors engaged in the profession with a mean score of 

3.0143. The data reveals that the total perceived risk with a mean value of 3.0603 

indicates a high but not extremely high perception of risk.  



308 
 

5.5.4.5. Marital Status-wise Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially 

Responsible Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

Depending on marital status, investors’ perception of the risk associated with 

socially responsible investment versus conventional investments is highlighted in 

Table 5.107. 

Table 5.107 

Perception of Risk Related to Socially Responsible Investments Compared to 

Conventional Investments -Marital Status-wise Comparison 

Marital Status Mean Std. Deviation 

Single 2.9845 .85459 

Married 3.0907 .81377 

Widowed 3.5000 .84984 

Separated 3.0000 1.00000 

Total 3.0603 .83224 

Source: Primary data 

It is clear from Table 5.107 that there is some variation in the perceptions of 

risk related to socially responsible investments compared to conventional investments 

between marital status groups with widowed investors reporting the highest perceived 

risk on SRI with a mean value of 3.5. This entails that widowed investors believe SRI 

will be riskier than other investment options. With a mean value of 2.9845, single 

investors have a lower perceived risk on SRI than conventional investments. The 

results show that the individual mean scores and the combined mean across all 

married status categories range between 2.9845 and 3.5000. This suggests that 

investors across all marital status categories view SRI as moderate to riskier than 

traditional investment.  

5.5.4.5. Average Annual Income-wise Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related 

to Socially Responsible Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

Table 5.108 compares investors’ perceptions of the risk involved with socially 

responsible investments to traditional investments based on average annual income.  

 



309 
 

Table 5.108 

Perception of Risk Related to Socially Responsible Investments Compared to 

Conventional Investments -Average Annual Income-wise Comparison 

Average annual income Mean Std. Deviation 

Below Rupees 250000 3.0266 .84924 

250001-500000 3.0645 .81923 

500001-750000 2.9559 .76165 

750001-1000000 3.1061 .93032 

Above 1000000 3.1724 .79544 

Total 3.0603 .83224 

  Source: Primary data 

Table 5.108 highlights that investors from different income groups have 

slightly varied mean scores for SRI risk perception, indicating different levels of 

perceived risk. The total mean score is 3.0603, which indicates a high but not a very 

high level of perceived risk on SRI compared to traditional investment alternatives. 

However, there are some differences between the mean SRI risk perception scores for 

the different income categories. The highest mean score, 3.1724, is found for the 

investors with an average annual income above Rs.1000000, followed by investors 

falling under the Rs 750001-Rs 1000000 income group with a mean score of 3.1061. 

The lowest mean score, 2.9559, is found for the investors with an average annual 

income of Rs 500001 to Rs 750,000. The overall data shows that investors of all 

income levels believe SRI to be moderately to highly riskier than conventional 

investment.  

5.5.4.5. Experience-wise Investors’ Perception on the Risks Related to Socially 

Responsible Investments as Compared to Conventional Investments 

Table 5.109 displays data on how investors perceive the level of risk 

associated with socially responsible investments compared to conventional 

investments, based on their experience in the stock market operation.  
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Table 5.109 

Perception of Risk Related to Socially Responsible Investments Compared to 

Conventional Investments Experience-wise Comparison 

Experience in Stock Market 

Operation Mean Std. Deviation 

Below one year 2.9621 .85073 

1-3 years 3.0189 .79930 

3-5 years 3.1355 .86848 

5-10 years 3.1250 .77119 

Above 10 years 3.1364 .94089 

Total 3.0603 .83224 

 Source: Primary data 

Table 5.109 reveals that investors with different years of experience in the 

stock market operation perceive socially responsible investments (SRI) differently 

regarding risk. There are slight variations in the level of risk perceived by investors 

across different experience categories. With a mean value of 3.0603, the combined 

perception score denotes a high but not extremely high perception of risk. The highest 

mean score, 3.1364, was obtained by investors with more than ten years of experience 

in stock market operations, showing a considerably higher level of perceived risk on 

SRI, immediately followed by investors having 3 to 5 years of experience with a mean 

score of 3.1355. The lowest mean score, 2.9621, is found for investors with less than a 

year of experience. The overall results suggest that SRI is perceived as moderately to 

highly riskier than traditional investments by investors of all experience categories. 

5.5.5. Investors’ Interest in Different Types of Investments 

The preference of a particular company or industry is different for different 

investors. Socially responsible investors avoid investing in sin stocks, industries, or 

sectors. They exclude investments in alcohol, tobacco, arms industries, nuclear 

businesses, gambling operations, animal testing, genetically modified food, and other 

similar industries. To study the perception of investors towards socially responsible 

investments, their attitudes towards investing in these industries should also be 

examined. The investors’ interests in various sin stocks or sectors are gathered using a 

five-point scale and presented below. 
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5.5.5.1. Investors’ Interest in Investment in the Alcohol Industry 

The level of investor interest in the Alcohol industry is demonstrated in Table 

5.110. The data was collected on a five-point scale ranging from extremely interested 

to not at all interested. The frequency and percentage are exhibited in the table below.  

Table 5.110 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in the Alcohol Industry 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested 25 4.4 

Very interested 36 6.4 

Moderately interested 84 14.9 

Slightly interested 63 11.2 

Not at all interested 356 63.1 

Total 564 100.0 

 Source: Primary data 

Table 5.110 reveals that a significant percentage of investors, 63.1 per cent are 

not at all interested in investing in the alcohol industry and only 11 per cent are 

slightly interested in the alcohol industry. 14.9 per cent of investors are moderately 

interested in the alcohol industry. In contrast, the percentages of extremely interested 

and very interested investors are limited with to 4.4 per cent and 6.4 per cent 

respectively. This suggests that most investors are not interested in investing in the 

alcohol industry. However, there is a considerable number of investors show some 

interest in this industry.  
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5.5.5.2. Investors’ Interest in Investment in the Tobacco Industry 

Table 5.111 illustrates the degree of investor interest in the Tobacco industry. 

Table 5.111 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in the Tobacco Industry 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested - - 

Very interested 12 2.1 

Moderately interested 34 6.0 

Slightly interested 54 9.6 

Not at all interested 464 82.3 

Total 564 100.0 

  Source: Primary data 

It is significant to note from Table 5.111 that none of the investors is extremely 

interested in investing in the tobacco industry, and only a minute percentage, 2.1 per 

cent, stated that they were very much interested in the tobacco industry. The 

percentage of moderately and slightly interested investors was also less with 6 per 

cent and 9.6 per cent respectively. It is evident from the table that the majority of the 

investors, 82.3 per cent were not at all interested in the tobacco industry. The overall 

results indicate that investor interest in the tobacco industry is relatively low, with a 

large majority of the investors expressing no interest in this industry. This may be due 

to the health issues caused by the use of tobacco and the increased public awareness 

of the negative aspects of tobacco.  
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5.5.5.3. Investors’ Interest in Investment in an Industry or Company that Abuses 

Animals 

Table 5.112 exhibits the degree to which investors are interested in investing 

in an industry or company that exploits or abuses animals.  

Table 5.112 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in an Industry or Company that Abuses 

Animals 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested 28 5.0 

Very interested 18 3.2 

Moderately interested 60 10.6 

Slightly interested 97 17.2 

Not at all interested 361 64.0 

Total 564 100.0 

     Source: Primary data 

Of the total, a significant percentage, 64 per cent of investors opined that they 

were not interested in an industry or firm that abuses animals. Only 17.2 per cent of 

investors stated that they were slightly interested in firms or industries exploiting 

animals. It is also evident from the table that only a small proportion of investors were 

extremely and very much interested in industries abusing animals, with 5 per cent and 

3.2 per cent, respectively. The percentage of moderately interested investors is also 

comparatively low at 10.6 per cent. The results indicate that many investors hesitate to 

invest in firms abusing animals.  
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5.5.5.4. Investors’ Interest in Investment in an Industry or Company that 

Genetically Modify Food 

Table 5.113 narrates the interest of investors in a company or industry that 

genetically modifies food.  

Table 5.113 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in an Industry or Company that Genetically 

Modify Food 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested 17 3.0 

Very interested 55 9.8 

Moderately interested 133 23.6 

Slightly interested 93 16.5 

Not at all interested 266 47.2 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

Table 5.113 exhibits that more than half of investors have some interest in 

businesses or industries that produce genetically modified food, with 3 per cent 

expressing extreme interest, 9.8 per cent expressing strong interest, 23.6 per cent 

expressing moderate interest and 16.5 per cent expressing minimal interest. The table 

suggests that a significant percentage of investors, 47.2 per cent, were not interested 

in a firm or industries that genetically modify food.  
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5.5.5.5. Investors’ Interest in Investment in the Arms Industry 

Table 5.114 presents the level of interest of investors in the arms industry.  

Table 5.114 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in the Arms Industry 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested 60 10.6 

Very interested 78 13.8 

Moderately interested 107 19.0 

Slightly interested 104 18.4 

Not at all interested 215 38.1 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

Table 5.114 reported that the majority of the investors disclosed that they were 

interested in investing in the arms industry, with 10.6 per cent expressing extreme 

interest, 13.8 per cent expressing intense interest, 19 per cent expressing moderate 

interest and 18.4 per cent expressing minimal interest in the arms industry. However, a 

sizable proportion, 38.1 per cent, of investors are reluctant to invest in the arms 

industry. The overall results indicate that more than half of the investors favour the 

arms industry.  

  



316 
 

5.5.5.6. Investors’ Interest in Investment in Pesticides/Chemicals 

Industry/Company 

Table 5.115 shows the interest of investors in companies or industries related 

to pesticides or chemicals. 

Table 5.115 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in Pesticides/Chemicals Industry/Company 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested 17 3.0 

Very interested 21 3.7 

Moderately interested 55 9.8 

Slightly interested 72 12.8 

Not at all interested 399 70.7 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

Table 5.115 illustrates that the majority of the investors (70.7 per cent) are not 

interested in investing in pesticides and chemicals. However, only 29.3 per cent of 

investors expressed some sort of interest in the pesticides/chemical industry, with 3 

per cent expressing extreme interest, 3.7 per cent expressing intense interest, 9.8 per 

cent expressing moderate interest and 12.8 per cent expressing minute interest. This 

indicates that the investors are not interested in pesticides and chemicals firms and 

industries, with a minute percentage showing extreme and intense interest in them. 

This may be due to the growing concern for the health issues and environmental 

pollution caused by these sectors.  
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5.5.5.7. Investors’ Interest in Investment in an Industry/Company that may be 

involved in the Production of Pornography or Violent Material 

Table 5.116 illustrates investors’ interest in investing in businesses that may 

produce pornographic or violent content. 

Table 5.116 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in an Industry/Company that may be involved 

in the Production of Pornography or Violent Material 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested 4 .7 

Very interested - - 

Moderately interested 4 .7 

Slightly interested 2 .4 

Not at all interested 554 98.2 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

It is important to note from the table that a large majority of investors, 98.2 per 

cent reported their unwillingness to invest in an industry or company that may involve 

the production of pornography or violent material.  In contrast, only a minute 

percentage of investors expressed willingness towards this sector, with 0.7 per cent 

expressing extreme and moderate interest, followed by 0.4 per cent expressing 

minimal interest. This result implies that investors are hesitant to invest in an industry 

or company that may involve the production of pornography or violent material. This 

might be due to moral or ethical concerns or legal or social reasons. 
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5.5.5.8. Investors’ Interest in Investment in Nuclear Power Generation 

Table 5.117 portrays the degree of interest among investors in nuclear power 

generation. 

Table 5.117 

Investors’ Interest in Investment in Nuclear Power Generation 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Extremely interested 55 9.8 

Very interested 64 11.3 

Moderately interested 137 24.3 

Slightly interested 102 18.1 

Not at all interested 206 36.5 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

According to Table 5.117, the majority of the investors (63.5 per cent) opined 

their interest in investment in nuclear power generation. A sizable proportion of 

investors (24.3 per cent) expressed moderate interest, 18.1 per cent expressed minimal 

interest, 11.3 per cent showed intense interest, and 9.8 per cent showed extreme 

interest. However, only 36.5 per cent of investors expressed their non-willingness to 

invest in nuclear power generation projects. This implies that a significant portion of 

investors are not against nuclear power generation. 
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5.5.6. Actions Taken by the Investors if the Current Company they have invested 

in is found to be Socially Irresponsible 

The investors were asked about the action they would take if they became 

aware that the company they had invested in was behaving socially irresponsibly. The 

data was collected using a five-point scale, and the frequency and percentage of 

actions taken by investors are presented below. 

5.5.6.1. Will Not Bother and Continue with the Investment 

Table 5.118 displays the frequency and percentage of investors who would not be 

bothered and would continue with their investment if they discovered that the 

company they had invested in was behaving in a socially irresponsible manner. 

Table 5.118 

Will Not Bother and Continue with the Investment 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 177 31.4 

Disagree 121 21.5 

Neither agree nor disagree 164 29.1 

Agree 52 9.2 

Strongly Agree 50 8.9 

Total 564 100.0 

     Source: Primary data 

Table 5.118 states that a significant percentage (31.4 per cent) of the 

respondents strongly oppose holding their shares in a socially irresponsible company, 

and 21.5 per cent disagree with this statement. On the other hand, a sizeable number 

of investors (29.1 per cent) are unsure whether they would continue with the 

investment. The data also indicated that a small percentage of investors will continue 

to support investments in socially irresponsible firms.  

Overall the results suggest that more than half of the investors stated their 

disagreement with the unethical firm. This shows the growing importance of 
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corporate social responsibility and increased investor concern on corporate social 

performance. 

5.5.6.2. Will Withdraw Money from the Investment 

Table 5.119 shows the frequency and percentage of investors who would 

withdraw their money or divest from their investment if they discovered that the 

company they had invested in was behaving in a socially irresponsible manner. 

Table 5.119 

Will Withdraw Money from the Investment 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 56 9.9 

Disagree 82 14.5 

Neither agree nor disagree 159 28.2 

Agree 122 21.6 

Strongly Agree 145 25.7 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

Table 5.119 depicts that a significant percentage (25.7 per cent) of the 

investors strongly agree that they will withdraw their money from their stock when 

the company is found to be socially irresponsible and 21.6 per cent of the investors 

agree. A considerable proportion (28.2 per cent) of investors is undecided about 

whether they divest from an unethical firm. It is also evident from the table that 

around 24.4 per cent of the investors stated that they would not sell their shares from 

an unethical firm and continue with the investment. The overall data suggests that a 

sizable portion of investors would be willing to sell their investment if they realise the 

social harms caused by the company. This may highlight investors’ increased 

preference for corporate social responsibility.  

5.5.6.3. Will Recommend Others Not to Invest in the Company 

Table 5.120 exhibits information on the frequency and percentage of investors 

who would advise others not to invest in the company if they discovered that the 
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company they had already invested in was engaging in socially irresponsible 

behaviour. 

Table 5.120 

Will Recommend Others Not to Invest in the Company 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 69 12.2 

Disagree 61 10.8 

Neither agree nor disagree 179 31.7 

Agree 135 23.9 

Strongly Agree 120 21.3 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

Table 5.120 illustrates that a sizable percentage (23.9 per cent) of the investors 

strongly agree that they would recommend others not to invest in the socially 

irresponsible firm, and 21.3 per cent of the investors agree. 31.7 per cent of investors 

stated that they are undetermined whether or not to advise others to invest in a 

company that follows socially irresponsible business practices. Recommending the 

people to avoid investing in a company that practices social irresponsibility is 

opposed by the remaining group of investors. Overall, the results suggest that a 

significant portion (45.2 per cent) of investors would consider recommending others 

to not invest in a socially irresponsible company. In contrast, a significant portion is 

unsure or disagrees with this idea 

5.5.6.4. Will Use the Right as a Shareholder and Take Actions to Correct the 

Company 

Table 5.121 shows the data on the number and percentage of investors who 

would exercise their shareholder rights to correct the socially irresponsible behaviour 

of the company they had invested in.  
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Table 5.121 

Will Use the Right as a Shareholder and Take Actions to Correct the Company 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 77 13.7 

Disagree 67 11.9 

Neither agree nor disagree 192 34.0 

Agree 146 25.9 

Strongly Agree 82 14.5 

Total 564 100.0 

    Source: Primary data 

Of the total, a considerable percentage (25.9 per cent) of the survey 

participants agree with the possibility of taking corrective action against the socially 

irresponsible behaviour of their invested company and 14.5 per cent of the 

participants strongly agree with the same. A sizable portion of investors (34 per cent) 

claimed that they are undecided about whether they will exercise their right to object 

to the socially irresponsible actions of the firm they had invested in. It is also clear 

from the table that 13.7 per cent strongly disagree with the possibility of taking 

corrective action against the socially irresponsible behaviour of their invested 

company and 11.9 per cent disagree with the same. This might be for a various reason, 

including the fact that the investors may not have enough time, money or competence 

to use their rights as shareholders rights to correct the socially irresponsible behaviour 

of the company they had invested in.  
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5.5.6.5. Will Take Legal Action against the Company 

Table 5.122 exhibits information on the number and proportion of investors 

who would take legal action against the company if they discovered that the company 

they had invested in was acting in a socially irresponsible manner. 

Table 5.122 

Will Take Legal Action against the Company 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 141 25.0 

Disagree 69 12.2 

Neither agree nor disagree 222 39.4 

Agree 49 8.7 

Strongly Agree 83 14.7 

Total 564 100.0 

     Source: Primary data 

Table 5.122 clearly shows that 83 investors strongly agree that they will take 

legal action against the unethical firm, followed by 49 investors who agree with the 

idea of taking legal action. A significant percentage of investors (39.4 per cent) say 

they are unsure whether they support or oppose the idea of taking legal action. A 

considerable proportion of investors strongly disagree with the idea of taking legal 

action against the unethical firm they had invested in, followed by 12.2 per cent 

disagreeing with the idea.  

5.5.7. Methods of Trading Strategy Preferred 

Socially responsible investment (SRI) involves the inclusion of best-in-class 

companies or sectors and firms that exhibit commendable socially responsible 

behaviours. SRI can also be implemented by excluding sin industries and companies 

against social or ethical behaviour from the investment portfolio. There are several 

approaches to socially responsible investment. It is important to explore the 

preference for different strategies by the investors. The following Table 5.123 presents 

the preference and non-preference of SRI strategies by the investors. 
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Table 5.123 

Methods of Trading Strategy Preferred 

Methods Preferred Not Preferred 

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Negative screening 301 53.4 263 46.6 

Positive screening 369 65.4 195 34.6 

Best-in-class 301 53.4 263 46.6 

Ethical Exclusion 179 31.7 385 68.3 

Norm based screening 181 32.1 383 67.9 

Thematic investment 228 40.4 336 59.6 

Integration 206 36.5 358 63.5 

Source: Primary data 

Table 5.123 reports the most and least favoured trading strategies used by 

investors while making socially responsible investments. The table clearly shows that 

positive screening is the most preferred trading strategy above all other strategies, 

with 65.4 per cent of the investors stating a preference for it. The second most 

preferred methods are negative screening and best-in-class screening with 53.4 per 

cent of investors expressing a preference for these strategies. Additionally, 40.4 per 

cent of investors indicated a preference for thematic investment, followed by 

integration with 36.5 per cent preference. The preferences for other strategies are less, 

with ethical exclusion being the least preferred strategy. 

5.6. Behavioural Intention towards Socially Responsible Investment 

In this study, the third objective was to understand the behavioural intention of 

stock market investors in Kerala towards socially responsible investment. To achieve 

this, data was collected from investors using a five-point scale rating from ‘strongly 

agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’. The behavioural intention toward socially responsible 

investment was studied by extending the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) 

propounded by Icek Ajzen (1985, 1991). The constructs of TPB, such as Attitude, 

Subjective norms, Perceived behavioural control, and behavioural Intention, were 

used in the measurement scale. Additionally, environmental factors, social factors, 

corporate governance factors and financial performance constructs were added to the 

measurement model. The study used a widely accepted reporting style of partial least 
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squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) for representing the relationship 

between different constructs. 

5.6.1. Partial Least Squares SEM (PLS-SEM) 

The two most popular methods of structural equation modeling (SEM) are 

covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) and partial least squares SEM (PLS-SEM). PLS-

SEM is also known as PLS path modeling. CB-SEM (covariance-based structural 

equation modeling) was the most widely used analysis method for studying 

interrelationships between variables until 2015. Afterwards, the authors started to use 

the PLS-SEM (partial least squares SEM) method for examining complex 

interrelationships between variables. Now, it is a widely accepted tool for social 

science research (Hair et al., 2018). PLS is a Variance Based SEM Model and it is 

developed as a ‘causal-predictive’ model to SEM and it explains the variance that may 

occur on the dependent variable of a model. The most important peculiarities of PLS-

SEM are that it is more suitable with small sample sizes, deals with complex 

reflective and formative models and does not require normality assumption of the 

distribution; therefore, it is a non-parametric method of structural equation modeling 

(SEM). Thus PLS-SEM is suitable for a wide variety of disciplines. In case of a large 

sample size, PLS-SEM delivers more precise results. Thus, it is suitable for both large 

and small sample sizes and suitable for analyzing both ordinary and metric data (Hair 

et al., 2021).  

PLS-SEM uses two processes to test a model’s theoretical relationships: first, 

the measurement model’s reliability and validity are evaluated, and then the structural 

model is examined (Hair et al., 2019).  

5.6.2. Influence of different constructs on Behavioural Intention to invest in 

Socially Responsible Investment 

Many factors may influence the intention to invest in a social responsibility-

themed investment. The following are the proposed hypotheses: 

H1: There is a significant positive influence of attitude towards SRI on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H2: There is a significant positive influence of subjective norms on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  
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H3: There is a significant positive influence of perceived behavioural control 

on behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H4: There is a significant positive influence of environmental factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H5: There is a significant positive influence of social factors on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  

H6: There is a significant positive influence of corporate governance factors 

on behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H7: There is a significant positive influence of financial performance on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

5.6.3. Evaluating Measurement Model and Structural Model Using Partial Least 

Square 

The behavioural intention of stock market investors in Kerala towards socially 

responsible investment is studied by extending the Theory of Planned Behaviour. The 

study follows the widely accepted reporting style of PLS-SEM also known as PLS 

path modeling. PLS-SEM is suitable for predicting constructs and their explanation 

and is widely used in exploration studies. PLS-SEM is useful for both large and small-

sample size studies and can be employed when the distribution is not normal. The 

PLS-SEM does not require continuous data or specific assumptions on the distribution 

of data or multi-normality (Hair et al., 2021). In this study, the normality assumption 

is not satisfied; hence, the PLS-SEM is used to evaluate the measurement and 

structural model. First, the validity and reliability of the measurement model are 

assessed, and then the structural model is validated. Smart PLS4 is used to assess the 

measurement model and structural model.   

 

 

 

 

 



327 
 

5.6.3.1. Measurement Model Assessment- Model Fit of the TPB Model 

The measurement model assessment includes measuring the indicators, their 

reliability and validity. 

5.6.3.1.1. Factor Loading of the Measurement model 

Factor loading or indicator loading depicts how well a variable or factor 

represents the underlying construct. It is the bivariate correlation between a construct 

and the variables or indicators, and it is the absolute contribution of a variable to its 

underlying construct. Factor loadings are advised to be of a value above 0.50 (Hair et 

al., 2016), and a factor loading less than 0.40 should be eliminated (Hair et al., 2022). 

In this study, two items were found to have a factor loading with a value less than 0.50 

(Fin5 and Fin7). Hence, they were removed as their removal was also found to be a 

reason for improving the AVE (average variance extracted) of the model. Factor 

loadings are shown in Table 5.124. 

Table 5.124 

Factor Loading of the Measurement Model 

 Att Cor Env Fin Per Soc Sub Int 

Att1 0.908        

Att2 0.908        

Att3 0.833        

Att4 0.869        

Att5 0.903        

Cor1  0.611       

Cor2  0.888       

Cor3  0.923       

Cor4  0.898       

Cor5  0.893       

Cor6  0.693       

Cor7  0.885       

Cor8  0.923       

Env1   0.706      

Env2   0.802      
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Env3   0.764      

Env4   0.779      

Env5   0.77      

Env6   0.762      

Env7   0.565      

Env8   0.804      

Env9   0.789      

Fin1    0.448     

Fin2    0.932     

Fin3    0.934     

Fin4    0.59     

Fin6    0.628     

Per1     0.88    

Per2     0.856    

Per3     0.918    

Per4     0.45    

Soc1      0.843   

Soc2      0.901   

Soc3      0.858   

Soc4      0.897   

Soc5      0.877   

Soc6      0.863   

Sub1       0.911  

Sub2       0.919  

Sub3       0.912  

Sub4       0.715  

Int1        0.824 

Int2        0.908 

Int3        0.912 

Int4        0.936 

Int5        0.84 

Source: Developed for the research 
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5.6.3.1.2. Reliability Analysis of the Measurement model 

The reliability of a measurement model refers to its consistency. A 

measurement scale is reliable when data from the same respondents under similar 

conditions give the same results. The reliability is established using Cronbach Alpha 

and Composite Reliability (CR). The Cronbach Alpha is a traditional measure of 

reliability and a conservative approach to reliability whereas Composite Reliability is 

a modern measure of reliability and a more liberal approach to reliability (Hair et al., 

2016). The required thresholds for these indicators are 0.70 (Hair et al., 2011). The 

Cronbach’s Alpha for the constructs in this study ranged from 0.77 to 0.94, and 

Composite Reliability statistics ranged from 0.84 to 0.95. Hence construct reliability 

is established. 

Table 5.125 

Construct Reliability Analysis 

Constructs Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Composite Reliability 

Attitude 0.930 0.947 

Env_Factors 0.902 0.921 

Fin_Factors 0.779 0.843 

Per_BC 0.790 0.869 

Social_factors 0.939 0.951 

Sub_Norms 0.889 0.924 

corporate_gov 0.940 0.952 

Behavioural Intention 0.930 0.947 

  Source: Developed for the research 

5.6.3.1.3. Validation of the Measurement model 

Validity refers to the accuracy of the measurement model. Construct validity is 

the statistical validity of the model and is established when there is convergent 

validity and discriminant validity.  
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5.6.3.1.3.1. Convergent validity 

Convergent validity refers to factors converging to represent the underlying 

construct. The AVE (average variance extracted) is used to measure the convergent 

validity of the construct. When the AVE value is greater than or equal to the 

recommended value of 0.50, items converge to measure the underlying construct and 

establish convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The statistics show that all 

the constructs have an AVE value greater than 0.5, establishing convergent validity 

(Hair et al., 2022). 

Table 5.126 

Convergent Validity of the Constructs 

Constructs Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

Attitude 0.783 

Env_Factors 0.566 

Fin_Factors 0.537 

Per_BC 0.638 

Social_factors 0.763 

Sub_Norms 0.754 

corporate_gov 0.717 

Intention 0.783 

Source: Developed for the research 

5.6.3.1.3.2. Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity establishes the distinctiveness of the construct or the 

individuality or individual identity of the construct. In this study, the discriminant 

validity is measured using the two most widely used methods, namely the Fornell & 

Larcker criterion and HTMT (Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio). 

5.6.3.1.3.2.a. Fornell & Larcker Criterion 

According to Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion, discriminant validity is 

established when the square root of the AVE of a construct is greater than its 

correlation with all other constructs. In this study it was found to be established. 
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Table 5.127 

Fornell & Larcker Criterion 

 Attitude Env_Factors Fin_Factors Intention Per_BC Social_factor

s 

Sub_Norms corporate_go

v 

Attitude 0.885        

Env_Factors 0.586 0.752       

Fin_Factors 0.558 0.650 0.733      

Intention 0.600 0.667 0.683 0.885     

Per_BC 0.468 0.518 0.469 0.422 0.799    

Social_factors 0.521 0.666 0.583 0.554 0.303 0.873   

Sub_Norms 0.705 0.639 0.574 0.555 0.595 0.441 0.868  

corporate_gov 0.425 0.529 0.565 0.483 0.265 0.768 0.296 0.846 

Source: Developed for the research 

Note: Bold represents the square root of AVE 
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5.6.3.1.3.2.b. HTMT (Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio) 

Discriminant validity is also established using the HTMT ratio when the values of correlations are below the threshold of 0.85 (Henseler et al., 

2015). This study confirms the validity as shown in Table 5.128 

Table 5.128 

HTMT Ratio 

 Attitude Env_Factors Fin_Factors Intention Per_BC Social_factors Sub_Norms cor_gov 

Attitude         

Env_Factors 0.640        

Fin_Factors 0.593 0.719       

Intention 0.644 0.723 0.746      

Per_BC 0.534 0.619 0.559 0.484     

Social_factors 0.550 0.725 0.690 0.580 0.355    

Sub_Norms 0.761 0.709 0.608 0.606 0.738 0.459   

corporate_gov 0.446 0.576 0.728 0.505 0.299 0.824 0.301  

Source: Developed for the research 
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5.6.3.1.4. Common Method Bias  

Harman’s single-factor test measures common method variance (CMV). After 

conducting factor analysis on the questionnaire items, it was found that the loading of 

the first principal component acquired before rotation was 39.9%, indicating that it 

did not explain most of the total variance (>50%), and thus, there is no concern of 

common method bias in this study. 

Table 5.129 

Common Method Bias 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction 

Sums of 

Squared 

Loadings 

  

 Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 19.164 39.926 39.926 19.164 39.926 39.926 

2 6.300 13.125 53.050       

3 2.249 4.685 57.735       

4 2.073 4.319 62.055       

5 1.882 3.920 65.975       

6 1.500 3.124 69.099       

7 1.218 2.537 71.636       

8 1.136 2.367 74.003       

9 0.943 1.966 75.969       

10 0.851 1.772 77.741       

11 0.796 1.659 79.399       

12 0.706 1.470 80.870       

13 0.656 1.367 82.236       

14 0.606 1.263 83.499       

15 0.560 1.168 84.667       

16 0.506 1.055 85.722       

17 0.489 1.019 86.742       

18 0.475 0.989 87.730       
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19 0.413 0.860 88.591       

20 0.400 0.833 89.424       

21 0.377 0.785 90.210       

22 0.363 0.757 90.966       

23 0.331 0.690 91.657       

24 0.314 0.654 92.311       

25 0.306 0.637 92.948       

26 0.301 0.627 93.576       

27 0.269 0.560 94.135       

28 0.258 0.538 94.674       

29 0.245 0.510 95.184       

30 0.229 0.478 95.661       

31 0.216 0.450 96.112       

32 0.209 0.436 96.547       

33 0.198 0.413 96.961       

34 0.189 0.394 97.354       

35 0.175 0.365 97.719       

36 0.166 0.347 98.066       

37 0.145 0.303 98.368       

38 0.137 0.285 98.653       

39 0.129 0.269 98.922       

40 0.119 0.248 99.170       

41 0.110 0.229 99.398       

42 0.072 0.151 99.549       

43 0.063 0.131 99.680       

44 0.055 0.114 99.794       

45 0.043 0.089 99.883       

46 0.025 0.053 99.936       

47 0.018 0.037 99.974       

48 0.013 0.026 100.000       

Source: Developed for the research  
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5.6.3.2. Structural Model  

The structural model is the analysis of the results of the relationship among the 

constructs. In this section the structural model aims to test the formulated hypotheses 

for the direct relationship between (i) attitude, (ii) subjective norms, (iii) perceived 

behavioural control (iv) environmental factors, (v) social factors, (vi) corporate 

governance factors and (vii) financial performance with the behavioural intention to 

invest in socially responsible investment (SRI).   

The validation of the structural model is established through the coefficient of 

determination (R2) and path coefficients. 

5.6.3.2.1. Coefficient of Determination (R2): 

The structural model is evaluated by using the value of R2. The coefficient of 

determination (R2) value indicates the amount of variance in a dependent variable that 

is explained by the independent variables. The analysis shows that 58.3 per cent 

variance in the dependent variable ‘behavioural intention’ is explained by the 

independent variables in this study. 

5.6.3.2.2. Predictive Value (Q2) 

Predictive value (Q2) measures whether a model has predictive relevance or 

not. When the Q2 value is greater than zero, then it is said that the values are well 

reconstructed and the model has predictive relevance. In this study, the Q2 value is 

0.566; this shows that there is good predictive relevance to this model and indicates a 

highly predictive model. 

5.6.3.2.3. Path Coefficients: 

In SEM, the interrelationships between the variables are visually presented by 

using path models. Path models are used for evaluating the theoretical relationship 

between the variables and these path models are established based on theory (Hair et 

al., 2021).  

The path coefficient in PLS-SEM is measured by the beta value. It assesses the 

weight of impact or measures how strongly one variable influences another. The beta 

value above 0.20 means significant. 

 

 



336 
 

5.6.3.2.3.a. Testing of Hypotheses: Direct Path Model 

 

Table 5.130 presents the results of the hypothesized relationship between 

various constructs and the behavioural intention of the proposed conceptual model of 

the study.  

Table 5.130 

Hypotheses Results 

Hypotheses Original 

sample 

(O) 

Sample 

mean 

(M) 

Standard 

deviation 

(STDEV) 

T 

statistics 

P 

values 

Decision 

H1:Attitude -> 

Behavioural Intention 

0.209 0.206 0.051 4.122 0.000 Supported 

H2:Sub_Norms -> 

Behavioural Intention 

0.011 0.011 0.053 0.206 0.418 Rejected 

H3:Per_BC -> 

Behavioural Intention 

-0.007 -0.005 0.044 0.151 0.440 Rejected 

H4:Env_Factors -> 

Behavioural Intention 

0.278 0.278 0.050 5.524 0.000 Supported 

H5:Social_factors -> 

Behavioural Intention 

0.041 0.04 0.063 0.653 0.257 Rejected 

H6:Corporate_gov -> 

Behavioural Intention 

0.017 0.020 0.055 0.314 0.377 Rejected 

H7:Fin_Factors -> 

Behavioural Intention 

0.348 0.350 0.049 7.066 0.000 Supported 

Source: Developed for the research 

The results of hypothesized relationship between various constructs and 

behavioural intention are described below: 

5.6.3.2.3.1.a) Attitude -> Behavioural Intention 

H10: There is no significant positive influence of attitude on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  

H11: There is a significant positive influence of attitude on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  
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H11 evaluates whether attitude has a significant influence on the behavioural 

intention towards socially responsible investment. The results of Table 5.130 revealed 

that attitude has a significant and positive impact on behavioural intention to invest in 

SRI as the p-value (0.000) is less than 0.05. Hence, H11 is accepted. The beta value is 

0.209; this indicates that attitude has a positive influence on the intention to invest in 

SRI. Hence, H1 is supported. 

5.6.3.2.3.1.b) Subjective Norms -> Behavioural Intention 

H20: There is no significant positive influence of subjective norms on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H21: There is a significant positive influence of subjective norms on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

The influence of subjective norms on the intention towards socially 

responsible investment is assessed by H21. The results revealed that a subjective norm 

has an insignificant impact on behavioural intention to invest in SRI as the p-value is 

(0.418) more than 0.05 and the beta is 0.011. Hence, H21 is not supported. 

5.6.3.2.3.1.c) Perceived Behavioural Control -> Behavioural Intention  

H30: There is no significant positive influence of perceived behavioural 

control on behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H31: There is a significant positive influence of perceived behavioural control 

on behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H31evaluates the influence of perceived behavioural control on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI. The results revealed that perceived behavioural control has 

an insignificant impact on the intention, with a p-value of 0.440 and a beta of 0.007. 

The p-value is more than 0.05 and the beta is less than 0.20. Hence, H31 is not 

supported. 

5.6.3.2.3.1.d) Environmental factors -> Behavioural Intention  

H40: There is no significant positive influence of environmental factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  
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H41: There is a significant positive influence of environmental factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI 

H41 evaluates the impact of environmental factors on the intention toward 

socially responsible investment. H41 is supported as the results reveal that 

environmental factors have a significant and positive impact on intention to invest in 

SRI with a p-value (0.000) less than 0.05 and a beta of 0.278. Hence, H41 is 

supported. 

5.6.3.2.3.1.e) Social factors -> Behavioural Intention 

H50: There is no significant positive influence of social factors on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  

H51: There is a significant positive influence of social factors on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  

H51 evaluates the influence of social factors on the intention to invest in SRI 

and the results revealed that social factors have an insignificant impact on intention as 

the p-value (0.257) is more than 0.05 and the beta is 0.041. Hence, H51 is not 

supported. 

5.6.3.2.3.1.f) Corporate Governance factors -> Behavioural Intention 

H60: There is no significant positive influence of corporate governance factors 

on behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H61: There is significant positive influence of corporate governance factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI 

H61 evaluates the influence of corporate governance factors on the intention to 

invest in SRI, and the results revealed that corporate governance factors have an 

insignificant impact on behavioural intention to invest in SRI as the p-value (0.377) is 

more than 0.05 and the beta is 0.017. Hence, H61 is not supported. 

5.6.3.2.3.1.g) Financial Performance -> Behavioural Intention 

H70: There is no significant positive influence of financial performance on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI 

H71: There is a significant positive influence of financial performance on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI 
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The influence of financial factors on the intention towards socially responsible 

investment is assessed by H71. The results reveal that financial factors have a 

significant and positive impact on behavioural intention to invest in SRI, with a beta 

of 0.348 and p-value (0.000) less than 0.05. Hence, H71 is supported. 

The overall results revealed that H11, H41 and H71are supported, and hence 

attitude, environmental factors, and financial factors significantly and positively 

influence behavioural intention toward SRI. The other factors do not influence the 

intention to invest in SRI. The favourable attitude of investors towards SRI influences 

their intention to invest in SRI. Environmental factors such as companies’ proper 

environmental management systems, producing environmentally friendly products 

and using environmentally friendly technologies, recycling policies, product 

innovation, and renewable energy sources influence investors. Additionally, 

companies’ efforts to reduce pollution and carbon emissions influence investors 

positively. The reasonable performance and reasonable return of SRI influence 

investors’ intention to invest in SRI. Financial performance is the most influential 

factor on intention to invest in SRI, with a beta value of 0.348, environmental factors 

with a beta value of 0.278 and attitude with a beta value of 0.209. 
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Figure 5.1 

Structural model 

 

Source: Bootstrapping results of PLS Structural Equation Model 
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CHAPTER 6 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 

6.1. Introduction 

Socially responsible investment (SRI) is an opportunity for socially conscious 

and ordinary investors to incorporate environmental, social and corporate governance 

factors (ESG factors) into investment decision-making. It is a triple-bottom-line of 

combining environmental and social factors to financial performance. SRI is one of 

the exceptionally growing investment sectors in the global arena. India is also 

following the trend of integrating ESG parameters into investment. SRI is considered 

a tool for creating corporate social behaviour and thereby helps attain Sustainable 

Development Goals. SRI aims for long-term competitive returns with some 

environmental and social well-being. It is not entirely ethical; there is always an aim 

to make financial gain from investment. Investors are increasingly incorporating 

environmental and social issues into their investment decisions. Investors, researchers, 

capital market regulators, financial institutions, financial intermediaries and the 

business community started to focus on non-financial aspects of investment. Thus, 

SRI is now one of the most prominent research areas. Investors who give importance 

to non-financial factors along with financial factors are known as socially responsible 

or socially conscious investors. The concept of social responsibility is integrated into 

various asset classes, including stocks, mutual funds, ETFs, bonds, microfinance and 

community investing. SRI has its roots in CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility). 

CSR shows the social responsibility of companies, whereas SRI shows the social 

responsibility of investors. Institutional investors like pension funds, insurance and 

mutual funds are the major intermediaries in the socially responsible investment 

market. Retail investors are also showing great interest in SRI. 

6.2. Statement of the Research Problem 

  Socially responsible investment (SRI) is a well-established concept in the 

global arena, but the concept is still in the process of achieving full-fledged growth in 

India. The Indian economy faces severe social and environmental issues, such as 

pollution, overpopulation, unemployment, climate risks, child labour, and natural 
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calamities. SRI serves as a means to find solutions to these problems and aid in 

achieving Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and, thereby, India’s sustainable 

growth and development. Indian financial market is also trying to create more 

sustainable financial products. The increased social and environmental issues, 

corporate scams and the COVID-19 Pandemic fuelled the need for SRI in India. The 

SEBI is also increasing the number of disclosures on ESG issues of companies and 

recommendations for ESG reporting. Many ESG-themed mutual and exchange-traded 

funds have been introduced in India during the last few years, and now SRI is one of 

India’s most prominent research areas. Even in South India, research is being 

conducted on SRI. However, most SRI studies deal with the comparative performance 

analysis of SRI with conventional funds. Most of these studies resulted in equal 

performance of SRI with conventional funds and even outperformance of SRI in some 

cases. 

  The number of studies on the perception of Indian investors towards SRI is 

also limited. The perception and awareness-related studies revealed that investors 

have positive attitudes and perceptions towards SRI. However, the lack of awareness 

is the primary reason that prevents investors from engaging in SRI. Even though the 

state of Kerala is well known for its outstanding standards in literacy, health, 

employability, transparency and sustainable growth and development, the concept of 

SRI is not prevalent in Kerala. There is a significant proportion of young people in the 

state. Suppose these young populations are aware of SRI and its benefit on financial 

performance, the environment, society and the planet as a whole. In that case, they 

may invest more in socially responsible companies. These result in more positive 

corporate social performance. Kerala and India have seen a large number of research 

on the corporate social responsibility (CSR) policies and programmes of businesses. 

These studies mainly examine social responsibility from companies’ point of view. 

The social responsibility of investors in Kerala and how these investors perceive the 

concept of SRI have yet to be addressed. Therefore, this study evaluates investors’ 

awareness towards SRI, the factors that may influence investors’ behavioural intention 

to invest in SRI, and how the stock market investors in Kerala perceive SRI. 
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6.3. Objectives of the study 

The main objectives of the present study are as follows: 

1. To estimate the awareness level of Socially Responsible Investment by the 

stock market investors in Kerala. 

2. To measure the perception of stock market investors of Kerala towards the 

concept of Socially Responsible Investment. 

3. To understand the behavioural intention of stock market investors in Kerala 

towards Socially Responsible Investment.  

6.4. Research Hypotheses 

6.4.1. General Hypothesis 

H1: There is a significant difference in the influence of motives for investing 

in the stock market 

6.4.2. Objective I Related to awareness on different aspects of socially responsible   

investment 

H2: There is a significant difference in the awareness on different aspects of 

socially responsible investment with regard to selected demographic variables 

and experience of stock market investors. 

H3: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

indices with regard to selected demographic variables and experience of stock 

market investors. 

H4: There is a significant difference in the awareness on sustainability-themed 

funds with regard to selected demographic variables and experience of stock 

market investors. 

H5: There is a significant difference in the general awareness related to 

sustainability with regard to selected demographic variables and experience of 

stock market investors. 
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H6: There is a significant difference in the overall awareness on socially 

responsible investment with regard to selected demographic variables and 

experience of stock market investors. 

6.4.3. Objective III- Related to factors influencing behavioural intention to invest 

in SRI  

H7: There is a significant positive influence of attitude towards SRI on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H8: There is a significant positive influence of subjective norms on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI 

H9: There is a significant positive influence of perceived behavioural control 

on behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H10: There is a significant positive influence of social factors on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI 

H11: There is a significant positive influence of financial performance on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

H12: There is a significant positive influence of corporate governance factors 

on behavioural intention to invest in SRI 

6.5. Research Methodology 

The study followed a descriptive research design. Data was collected from 

both primary and secondary sources. The primary data to analyze investors’ 

awareness and perception towards SRI and behavioural intention to invest in SRI was 

collected through a sample survey. For this, the non-probability sampling method of 

purposive sampling was employed. Data was collected by using a structured 

questionnaire. Behavioural intention is studied by extending the Theory of Planned 

behaviour introduced by Icek Ajzen (1985, 1991). The primary data was analyzed 

with the help of various statistical tools like Mean, Standard deviation, Percentages, 

Fried man test and Kruskal-Wallis H test. The behavioural intention towards socially 
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responsible investment was studied using   Partial Least Square SEM (path model 

analysis with smartPLS (version 4)).  

The study also included a comparative performance analysis of sustainability-

themed and market portfolios. Data was collected from the AMFI, NSE, and BSE 

websites. These data were analyzed with the help of Compounded Annual returns 

(CAGR), Risk-adjusted return measures such as Sharpe Ratio and Treynor ratio and 

Jensen’s Alpha. 

6.6. Major Findings of the Study 

The major findings of this study have been divided into six categories, 

including the demographics of the respondents, their stock market participation, their 

awareness of and perceptions of socially responsible investing, their socially 

responsible investment behaviour, and findings based on comparative performance 

analysis of market portfolios and sustainability portfolios. The major findings are 

discussed below: 

6.6.1. Findings based on Demographic profile of the respondents 

The demographic profile of the respondents provides information about the 

residential location, gender, age, education, occupation, marital status and income of 

the investors. Based on the analysis of demographic profile, the following findings 

were drawn: 

1. A significant portion of the investors, 77%, were male, which suggests that the 

majority of stock market investors are males. These indicate the backwardness 

of females in stock market investment. 

2. According to the data, the vast majority of the respondents, 99%, are within 

the age range of either below 30 years old or between 30 and 60 years old and 

above the age group of 60 constitute only 1% of the total sample investors. 

3. Stock market investment habits are more common among graduates and 

postgraduates as the majority of the investors are from these two groups 

(37.9% and 29.4%, respectively), followed by those with Plus Two 

qualifications (20.2% respondents). 
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4. Of all the investors surveyed, 37.2% are private sector employees, 22.9% are 

professionals, and 18.6% are government employees, making these the 

dominant occupational groups. 

5. The largest group among the respondents is those who are married, making up 

62.6% of the total, while 34.4% are unmarried. 

6. It is also found that 33.3% of the respondents have an annual income of less 

than 250,000, and 27.5% have an annual income between 250,001 and 

500,000. 

6.6.2. Findings based on Stock market participation 

1. With 28.2 per cent and 27.5 per cent, respectively, it is discovered that 

considerable percentages of investors fall into the 1-3 years of experience and 

3-5 years of experience categories. Only a small group of investors have more 

than ten years of experience.  

2. The study shows that direct equity is the most popular form of investing for 

sample investors; 89.2 per cent of investors favour direct equity investments. 

Furthermore, SIPs are preferred over mutual funds by more than half of the 

respondents (50.7 per cent). This may be due to the ease of paying a small 

amount regularly rather than a large lump sum. 

3. The majority of the investors (81.7 per cent) preferred only trading as their 

most preferred mode of trading, and only 15.2 per cent of the sample investors 

traded through registered brokers. The remaining small portion of investors 

preferred other modes of trading. The ease and convenience may be the 

attractive factor towards online trading for the majority.  

4. The research found that a sizable portion of respondents (29.1 per cent and 

27.3 per cent, respectively) engage in weekly or monthly trading. 

Additionally, a sizeable percentage of respondents participated in everyday 

trading activities, with just 19.9 per cent of respondents being occasional 

traders.  

5. It is found that the most influential motive that attracts investors to the stock 

market is the return from the investment, with a mean rank of 1.1099, and the 
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second most influential factor is the capital appreciation from the investment. 

This implies that investors are primarily motivated by improving their wealth 

through share trading. The variables of tax benefit and participation in 

corporate social responsibility are found to be the least influential factors. 

6. The statistical test results indicate a significant difference in the influence of 

motives on investing in the stock market and that all the motives have a 

significantly different influence on trading securities. 

7. Most investors preferred investments with normal risk-normal return 

characteristics, followed by high-risk, high-return characteristics. Only a few 

investors preferred low-risk, low-return investments. 

8. A comparison is made between the kind of investment preferred and the 

experience of the investors. It is evidenced from the analysis that, regardless of 

their experience level, investors prefer normal risk-normal return securities, 

followed by high risk-high return securities. On the other hand, highly 

experienced investors with more than ten years of experience expressed more 

preference towards high-risk, high-return securities. Their experience may be 

the factor that attracts them to investment with high risk-high return 

characteristics. 

6.6.3. Findings based on Awareness on Socially Responsible Investment 

The awareness on socially responsible investment is studied under four heads: 

awareness on different aspects of SRI, awareness on sustainability-themed indices and 

funds, and general awareness on sustainability. Analysis is also made on the 

relationship between demographic variables and awareness on SRI. The major 

findings are listed below: 

1. It is clear from the analysis that the sample investors have only a low to 

moderate understanding of different socially responsible investment-related 

concepts, with ethical investment being the most well-known, with a mean 

score of 3.1223, followed by socially responsible investment. Green bonds 

have the lowest level of awareness among the concepts. 
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2. The analysis revealed that investors have limited awareness of sustainability-

themed indices, with the S&P BSE 100 ESG Index having the highest mean 

score (2.8191), followed by the NIFTY100 ESG Index. The average level of 

awareness is low for all indices, with S&P BSE GREENEX being the least 

known index. 

3. The survey results showed that investors have a very low degree of awareness 

on various sustainability-themed funds. The Avendus India ESG Fund has a 

slightly highest mean score of 2.6791, followed by the Tata Ethical Fund with 

a mean score of 2.6773. The Quant ESG Equity Fund has the lowest level of 

awareness. The average level of awareness for all funds is low, with mean 

scores ranging from 1.9752 to 2.6791. 

4. Regarding general awareness of sustainability, the investors have low 

awareness of corporate sustainable practices and related variables. A slightly 

higher mean score is found for awareness of companies’ CSR initiatives 

(2.6525), while the lowest is found for awareness of ESG scores of the 

companies (2.1986). 

5. The awareness on various aspects of SRI, sustainability-themed indices and 

funds, general awareness on sustainability and overall awareness on SRI are 

compared across different gender groups. The results indicated that the 

knowledge of SRI is limited across all gender groups. However, female 

investors have a slightly higher level of awareness for different aspects of SRI, 

sustainability-themed indices and funds, and overall awareness on SRI. It is 

also found that male investors have a slightly higher level of general 

awareness on sustainability. 

6. The statistical test revealed no significant difference in the level of awareness 

on SRI among investors of different gender groups. 

7. The comparison of SRI awareness among investors in different age categories 

revealed that investors above 60 years of age have the highest awareness of 

different dimensions of SRI and overall awareness on SRI except for 

sustainability-themed indices. 
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8. The statistical tests indicated a significant difference in the level of awareness 

on different aspects of SRI, sustainability-themed indices and funds, and 

overall awareness on SRI among investors of different age groups. This 

implies that the respondents’ age significantly influences their awareness of 

SRI.  

9. The study compared the awareness on SRI among different educational groups 

of investors and found that the level of awareness on SRI is limited across all 

educational groups. Investors with postgraduate qualifications and investors 

belonging to other categories, such as PhDs, diplomas or investors with CA 

and other specialized qualifications, have slightly higher awareness on SRI 

compared to investors with less qualification.  

10. It is inferred from the statistical analysis that educational qualification does not 

significantly impact investors’ awareness of SRI.  

11. The occupation-wise analysis on the awareness on of SRI among different 

occupational groups showed that retired investors have the highest mean score 

on SRI, and the lowest level of awareness is found for government employees 

in most cases. It is clear from the mean values that overall awareness on SRI 

and awareness on different dimensions of SRI is comparatively low across all 

occupational groups.  

12. It is found from the statistical analysis that there is a significant difference in 

the level of awareness on sustainability-themed funds and overall awareness 

on SRI among different occupational groups. Across all occupations, retirees 

had the highest mean awareness on different sustainability-themed funds and 

overall awareness on SRI. 

13. It is evident from the mean values that there is a relatively low awareness rate 

among all marital status groups of investors. The analysis shows that widowed 

investors have a somewhat higher level of awareness than other groups. 

14. The comparison of awareness on different dimensions of socially responsible 

investment based on average annual income resulted in limited awareness 

among all income groups. It is also found that the investors from the below 
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250000 average annual income group have slightly higher levels of awareness 

than other groups, and investors from higher income groups have lower levels 

of awareness in most cases.  

15. The comparative analysis of experience in the stock market operation and 

awareness on SRI shows that the investors with more experience in the stock 

market tend to have slightly higher awareness of socially responsible 

investment (SRI) than those with less experience. The results indicated that 

investors with more than ten years of experience have the highest overall 

awareness. It is also revealed that awareness is limited among all experience 

groups. 

16. No significant difference was found between the awareness on SRI across 

investors of different marital status groups, average annual income groups and 

experience groups. 

6.6.4. Findings based on Perception towards Socially Responsible Investment 

Perception towards SRI is evaluated on the grounds of investors’ opinions on 

the integration of social responsibility into investment decisions, reasons for 

investors’ preference and non-preference for socially responsible funds, perception 

towards sin stocks, perception of risk of SRI compared to conventional funds and 

preference for different SRI strategies.   

1. The study found that a sizeable percentage of investors expressed the opinion 

that including the idea of social responsibility in stock market investing is very 

important. The majority of investors believe it is essential to consider social 

responsibility when making stock market investing decisions. 

2. It is revealed that most investors supported the inclusion of social 

responsibility criteria in their current company’s investment decisions. This 

may be an indication of the growing attraction of investors towards socially 

responsible investing.  

3. It is evident from the study that a large majority of the investors (93.3 per 

cent) have not invested in any of the socially responsible funds. The 
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respondents posited that lack of awareness, low returns and profit motivation 

are the primary reasons for not preferring socially responsible investment. This 

suggests that the concept of socially responsible investing and its potential 

benefits may need to be more well-known and understood among the general 

population. 

4. Only 6.7 per cent of respondents have invested in a socially responsible fund, 

and the security of investing in sustainable products and reasonable returns are 

the primary motivations behind their investment in socially responsible funds.  

5. Half of the investors stated that socially responsible investments have a similar 

level of risk compared to conventional investments. This implies that investors 

consider conventional and socially responsible investments equally risky. 

Additionally, it was shown that a sizable portion of respondents believed that 

socially responsible investments carry a higher level of risk than traditional 

investments. 

6. When comparing perceptions of the risks of SRI and conventional investments 

to demographic variables, it is indicated that there is only a small change in the 

perceived risk across different demographic variables. It is evident from the 

study that the majority of the investors are not interested in investing in sin 

companies/industries. 

7. The study found that a sizable majority of investors are willing to exercise 

their shareholder rights to address their company’s socially irresponsible 

activity. They are even ready to withdraw money from their investment on 

grounds of socially irresponsible behaviour. It was also found that a significant 

portion of the investors agreed or strongly agreed that they would take legal 

action against a socially irresponsible company. This could be a sign that 

investors are becoming increasingly concerned about the social responsibility 

of the companies they invest in. 

8. It is observed that most investors favoured positive screening over all other 

strategies while engaging in SRI. The second most popular approaches were 

best-in-class and negative screening. Ethical exclusion and norm-based 

screening were the least preferred strategies.  
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6.6.5. Findings based on Behaviour intention towards Socially Responsible 

Investment  

To study the behavioural intention of stock market investors in Kerala towards 

SRI, partial least squares path model analysis (PLS-SEM) was used. SmartPLS 

(version 4) software was used for the analysis. Seven hypotheses have been tested 

based on the structural model developed by employing the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour.  

The results of the hypotheses tested using path modelling are as follows: 

a. There is a significant positive influence of attitude towards SRI on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  

b. There is no significant positive influence of subjective norms on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  

c. There is no significant positive influence of perceived behavioural control on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

d. There is a significant positive influence of environmental factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

e. There is no significant positive influence of social factors on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI  

f. There is a significant positive influence of financial performance on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI. 

g. There is no significant positive influence of corporate governance factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI  

Out of the seven hypotheses, three are supported. Attitude, financial 

performance, and environmental factors positively influence investors’ behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI. The R2 (coefficient of determination) value of the model is 

58.3, which indicates that 58.3% variance in the dependent variable ‘behavioural 

intention’ is explained by the independent variables in this study. 
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6.6.5.a) Attitude -> Behavioural Intention 

There is a significant positive influence of attitude towards SRI on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI. The attitude of investors positively influences their 

intention to invest in SRI. This finding of this study is consistent with the findings of 

Osman et al. (2019); Khan and Alam (2019); Adam and Shauki (2014); Osman et al. 

(2020); Raut et al. (2021); Thanki et al. (2022). This empirical evidence suggests a 

positive influence of attitude towards behavioural intention to invest in SRI. Suppose 

investors believe that SRI is a good and wise investment decision. In that case, they 

like the idea of SRI, and having a favourable attitude towards SRI can positively 

influence their behavioural intention to invest in SRI. The finding of this study is 

inconsistent with Yew et al. (2019); Jensen et al. (2016). These authors found no 

significant relationship between attitude and behavioural intention to invest in SRI. 

6.6.5.b) Subjective Norms -> Behavioural Intention 

There is no significant positive influence of subjective norms on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI. The result is consistent with the results of Osman et al. 

(2019); Osman et al. (2020). These authors found no significant relationship between 

subjective norms and behavioural intention to invest in SRI. Social pressure or the 

perspectives of others may not influence the intention to invest in SRI. The result is 

inconsistent with the results of Khan and Alam (2019); Adam and Shauki (2014); 

Raut et al. (2021); Jensen et al. (2016); Thanki et al. (2022). These authors found a 

positive relationship between subjective norms and behavioural intention to invest in 

SRI. 

6.6.5.c) Perceived Behavioural Control -> Behavioural Intention 

There is no significant positive influence of perceived behavioural control on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI. These results align with the findings of Adam 

and Shauki (2014); Osman et al. (2019). These authors discovered no significant 

relationship between subjective norms and behavioural intention to invest in SRI. The 

perceived ease or difficulty of investing in SRI does not influence the behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI. The finding is inconsistent with the findings of Khan and 

Alam (2019); Jensen et al. (2016); Osman et al. (2020). These authors identified a 
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significant relationship between perceived behavioural control and intention to invest 

in SRI.   

6.6.5.d) Environmental factors -> Behavioural Intention          

There is a significant positive influence of environmental factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI. The finding is confirmed by the previous 

research of Yew et al. (2019); Mehwish et al. (2022); Sultana et al. (2018). The 

environmental concern of investors and the positive attitude of investors towards 

environmental protection positively influence their behavioural intention to invest in 

SRI. The investors believe that the companies should be responsible towards the 

environment and it should take necessary steps to protect the environment. The 

finding is inconsistent with the finding of Raut et al. (2021). This author did not find 

evidence to support the relationship between environmental factors and intention to 

invest in SRI.  

6.6.5.e) Social factors -> Behavioural Intention 

There is no significant positive influence of social factors on behavioural 

intention to invest in SRI. This indicated that the result of this study is inconsistent 

with Mehwish et al. (2022); Sultana et al. (2018). These authors identified a 

significant relationship between social issues and intention to invest in SRI.  

6.6.5.f) Corporate Governance factors -> Behavioural Intention 

There is no significant positive influence of corporate governance factors on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI. This is inconsistent with the previous research 

of Mehwish et al. (2022); Sultana et al. (2018). These authors identified a significant 

relationship between corporate governance factors and intention to invest in SRI.  

6.6.5.g) Financial Performance -> Behavioural Intention 

There is a significant positive influence of financial performance on 

behavioural intention to invest in SRI. The result is confirmed by the previous 

research of Raut et al. (2021); Nilsson (2007). The finding suggests a significant 

influence of financial factors on behavioural intention to invest in SRI. The result is 
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inconsistent with the result of Yew et al. (2019). The author found no significant 

relationship between return and intention to invest in SRI.  

6.6.6 Findings based on comparative performance analysis 

The first sustainability-themed mutual fund, named SBI Magnum Equity ESG 

Fund, was introduced by SBI Mutual Fund in 1991. Now, there are several social 

responsibility-themed indices, mutual funds and ETFs. Most of these funds and ETFs 

were launched from 2019 onwards. This shows the growing interest in SRI in India. 

The previous studies revealed that these portfolios yielded similar returns to 

traditional ones. Certain studies resulted in outperformance, and only a few resulted in 

the underperformance of sustainability-themed funds. Certain studies also revealed 

that the social responsibility-themed funds yielded good returns during and after the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

1. A comparative performance analysis of socially responsible mutual funds and 

indices is made. The performance is also compared with market portfolios. 

Compound annual returns and risk-adjusted measures confirmed that social 

responsibility-themed funds gave investors a reasonable return of more than 

12 per cent for the study period of 1st April 2017 to 31st March 2022. It was 

also found that the risk and volatility of these portfolios are lower with lower 

beta and standard deviation values.  

2. The two-year analysis from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2022 revealed that 

the SRI yielded more than 40 per cent compounded annual growth rate except 

for Axis ESG Equity Fund.  

These findings are consistent with Jasuja et al. (2021), Akhileshwari et al. (2021), 

Jain and Mehrotra (2021); Sood et al. (2022). It suggests that investors can earn a 

double return while investing in SRI; that is, they can achieve their non-financial 

objective without sacrificing their financial objective. 
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6.7. Conclusion 

Socially responsible investment (SRI) is a prominent global investment 

segment gaining increasing attention worldwide. In India, SRI has attracted the 

interest of investors, researchers, companies, regulators, and the government. The 

quantum of funds managed under SRI has also increased internationally and 

nationally. Regulators are taking an active interest in promoting SRI. SEBI issued 

rules and regulations for the ESG reporting and disclosures of Indian companies and 

is working hard to improve the ESG reporting and disclosures. There has been a 

significant rise in social responsibility-themed financial products in India, and the 

number of sustainability rating agencies has also increased. Since 2015, studies 

focused on SRI, that is, studies regarding its performance, comparative performance 

analysis, awareness, perception, and behaviour towards SRI have been increased. 

Financial and educational institutions have also started organizing seminars and 

workshops on sustainable finance, green finance, environmental accounting, 

sustainable accounting and SRI. These developments indicate a growing interest in 

SRI. 

This present study aims to shed light on the awareness, perception, and 

behavioural intention of stock market investors in Kerala regarding SRI. The study 

revealed that SRI is still in its nascent stage in Kerala, with investors needing more 

awareness of various aspects of SRI, including sustainability-themed indices, funds, 

and general sustainability concepts. However, investors in Kerala are familiar with the 

concept of ethical investing. 

The study highlights that the investors in Kerala have a positive perception 

and attitude towards SRI. They consider integrating social responsibility into stock 

market investments important and prefer to include social responsibility criteria in 

their investment decisions. Nevertheless, a lack of awareness is identified as a 

significant obstacle preventing investors from engaging in SRI. It was also found that 

most investors were not interested in sin stocks. The study also revealed that the 

behavioural intention of investors in Kerala towards SRI is significantly influenced by 

factors such as the financial performance of SRI, investors’ attitudes towards SRI and 

environmental considerations. 
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Furthermore, the study suggests that socially responsible portfolios exhibit 

lower volatility and risk than broader market portfolios, achieving similar returns or 

outperforming market portfolios. This implies that investors can earn satisfactory 

returns by investing in socially responsible portfolios without compromising social 

values. However, the lack of awareness and concerns about financial returns pose 

challenges to investing in SRI. 

Given the country’s young population, there is immense potential for SRI in 

India and Kerala. In Kerala specifically, 62% of the population is below 40. Previous 

studies have indicated that young investors show a greater inclination towards SRI. 

Therefore, if young individuals become aware of the financial and non-financial 

benefits of SRI, it can contribute to society, the environment, and the economy as a 

whole. 

To conclude, the impressive growth of the SRI industry nationally and 

internationally shows the changing attitude of investors, society, regulators and the 

corporate world towards integrating social responsibility into capital market 

investment. Now, it is the responsibility of the investors to identify and invest in 

socially responsible companies. Avoiding such environmentally polluting, socially 

irresponsible, and other sin stocks from the portfolio can transform the world into a 

more sustainable planet. 

6.8. Suggestions 

 Stock market investment habits are low among females and the elderly, as the 

study revealed that the percentage of female and elderly responses is very few. 

So, organizing workshops, seminars, and other trading programs to create 

awareness and education about stock trading for females and older people can 

encourage them to invest in the stock market. The creation of tailor-made 

investment options which cater to the needs of women and the elderly can 

encourage their participation in the share market. Offering user-friendly 

interfaces, clear instructions, and reachable customer services can encourage 

the elderly to stock trading. 
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 The finding shows that a significant proportion of respondents with graduation 

or above exhibit more inclination towards stock trading than those with lower 

qualifications. Therefore, raising awareness about stock trading and providing 

financial education can foster confidence among individuals with lower 

qualifications, motivating them to engage in investment activities.  

 Promote understanding of SRI, create awareness on different aspects of SRI, 

sustainability-themed indices and funds, and raise awareness on companies’ 

ESG scores, ESG compliance and disclosures, and available investment 

options to stock market investors in Kerala.  

 Conduct workshops and seminars and disseminate information about the 

positive return of socially responsible funds, the long-term financial return 

from SRI, the ability of SRI to influence corporate social behaviour, benefits 

and principles of SRI, the importance of SRI to society, to the shareholders 

and other stakeholders, to the environment and the planet as whole and thereby 

encourage them to invest in SRI. 

 Raise investor awareness about the potential benefit of aligning social values 

with investment through SRI without sacrificing their financial goals.  

 Encourage investors to give more attention to their companies’ CSR 

initiatives. 

 Educate investors about the negative aspects of investing in sin companies and 

industries.  

 Inform and educate investors about actions that can be taken against socially 

irresponsible companies. Raise investor awareness on shareholder activism, 

use their right as shareholders, seek legal remedies and divest or sell shares 

after considering the financial impact. 

 Educate investors about various methods to select SRI portfolios and various 

SRI screening strategies and help them integrate ESG factors in investment 

decision-making. 
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 Make it easier for investors to access the ESG scores of the companies, ESG 

ratings, ESG disclosures, and ESG performance of companies.  

6.9. Implications of the study 

The present study has both theoretical and practical implications. 

 This study contributes to the literature on creating a model explaining 

behavioural intention towards socially responsible investment. The model was 

empirically tested and found that it has predictive relevance.  

 The study may help investors in Kerala become more educated and aware of 

socially responsible investment (SRI), principles of SRI, benefits of SRI, the 

various investment options available on SRI, the performance of SRI-themed 

funds and indices, SRI screening strategies, various aspects and terminologies 

related to SRI. 

 The study would also be helpful for investors to identify and invest in socially 

responsible companies. 

 The study will give investors insight into the non-financial aspects of share 

market investment and the importance of their investment to society and the 

environment. 

 By understanding the factors influencing the behavioural intention to invest in 

SRI, stock brokers, asset managers, investment advisors, and financial 

institutions can offer investors tailor-made socially responsible financial 

products.  

 The study’s findings and recommendations may aid in formulating appropriate 

rules and regulations by the authorities and regulators to promote sustainable 

investment practices.  

 The corporate sector recognizes the need for socially responsible investment, 

encourages corporate social behaviour and thereby contributes towards 

society’s development, reduces carbon emission and emission of GHGs, uses 
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renewable sources of energy, promotes sustainable business practices and 

contributes towards sustainable development.  

 Although the state has a high banking penetration and literacy rate, it lags 

behind other states regarding share market investment. If people in Kerala are 

aware of the potential of SRI, more individuals may be drawn to the market. 
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CHAPTER 7 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND SCOPE FOR FURTHER 

RESEARCH 

7.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents important recommendations for creating awareness for 

promoting socially responsible investment and other recommendations for advancing 

socially responsible investment. This chapter also discusses the scope for further 

research.  

7.2. Recommendations of the study 

 Create educational materials focused explicitly on socially responsible 

investment (SRI) and integrate them into the free classes on share trading 

conducted by the SEBI Investor Awareness Division.  

 Incorporate SRI-related topics into the educational curriculum to ensure that 

young investors are well-informed about the importance of SRI and SRI 

practices. 

 Promote awareness on SRI among stock brokers, financial institutions, fund 

managers and investment advisors, and encourage the development of SRI-

related products, services and portfolios.  

 Advocate for regulatory measures that make ESG reporting mandatory to all 

companies. 

 Encourage Indian companies to adopt global best practices on ESG and attain 

long-term growth, reputation and viability to attract foreign capital and 

potentially reduce legal requirements and political burdens. The companies 

should focus on ESG initiatives and publish the same. 

 Reward and recognize companies with good corporate social behaviour and 

ESG performance and publicly disclose the names of companies that fail to 

meet ESG reporting and disclosure requirements.  
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 Ensure uniformity in ESG rating criteria used by sustainability rating agencies 

and also regulate these sustainability rating agencies. 

7.3. Scope for further research  

 In this study, the behavioural intention towards SRI was studied; the socially 

responsible investment behaviour can be studied by employing the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour. 

 The Theory of Planned Behaviour can be extended by adding other variables 

such as religiosity, moral norms, moral intensity, financial literacy, perceived 

consumer effectiveness, purpose of investment, perception of risk, knowledge, 

reputation, situational factors and demographic variables. The mediation and 

moderation effects of different variables can also be studied.  

 The behaviour of investors already invested in socially responsible funds can 

be studied to evaluate the factors influencing their actual behaviour towards 

SRI. 

 Similar studies can be conducted in other parts of India. 
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INVESTORS’ PERCEPTION TOWARDS SOCIALLY RESPONSIBLE 

INVESTMENT- A STUDY WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO STOCK 

MARKET INVESTORS IN KERALA 

Laya K S 

Full-Time PhD Research Scholar 

Post Graduate Department of Commerce and 
Research 

Vimala College (Autonomous), Thrissur 

University of Calicut, Kerala. 

Contact Number (mobile): 85920##### 

E-mail Id: layaks25@gmail.com 
 

Dear participants, 

This questionnaire has been structured to gather data as part of the research 

conducted to obtain a PhD degree from the University of Calicut. My name is Laya K S, 

PhD Research Scholar from the Department of Commerce, Vimala College 

(Autonomous), Thrissur. I am doing research under the guidance of Dr. Salini K, 

Assistant Professor from the Department of Commerce, Vimala College (Autonomous), 

Thrissur. My research topic is Investors’ Perception towards Socially Responsible 

Investment (SRI) - A Study with Special Reference to Stock Market Investors in Kerala. 

My research objective is to understand to what extent the investors in Kerala are aware 

of the concept of socially responsible investment and how they perceive it. The result of 

this study may contribute to increasing the awareness of socially responsible investment 

and the various investment options available under SRI. It may also help investors to 

identify and invest in socially responsible companies, thereby contributing to 

sustainable development. 

Your participation in this survey is greatly appreciated, and I request your 

cooperation in completing this questionnaire following the instructions. I assure you 

that your personal information will be treated with complete confidentiality and will 

only be used for academic purposes. If you have any questions or need clarification 
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regarding this study, please do not hesitate to contact me. Below, you will find the 

criteria of my study for your reference. 

I look forward to your support and cooperation in this matter. Thank you for 

dedicating your time to filling out this questionnaire.  

 

 Inclusion Criteria: 

 Investors having an active demat account. 

 Investors belong to any of the selected districts (Thiruvananthapuram, 

Ernakulam and Kozhikode).  

   

Questionnaire 

Section 1: Demographic information of respondents 

Please put √ in the appropriate columns 

1. District:   

a. Trivandrum    

b. Ernakulam   

c. Kozhikode   

2. Residential Location:  

a. Corporation    

b. Municipality    

c. Grama Panchayat  

3. Gender:    

a. Male    

b. Female    

c. Others    

4. Age: 

a. Below 30 years 

b. 30-60 years 

c. Above 60 years 

5. Educational Qualification: 

a. Below SSLC   

b. SSLC    

c. Plus Two   
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d. Graduation  

e. Post-Graduation  

f. Any other (Please Specify) _______ 

6. Occupation: 

a. Business    

b. Profession    

c. Government Employee  

d. Private Employee   

e. Retired    

f. Any other (Please Specify) _______ 

7. Marital Status:   

a. Single    

b. Married    

c. Widowed    

d. Separated    

8. What is your approximate average annual income from all sources together? 

(in rupees) 

a. Below Rs. 250000   

b. Rs. 250001- Rs. 500000   

c. Rs.500001- Rs. 750000   

d. Rs.750001- Rs. 1000000   

e. Above Rs. 1000000   

Section2: Information related to Stock Market Participation 

9. How long have you been operating in the stock market?   

a. Below 1 year    

b. 1 year - 3 years   

c. 3 years - 5 years   

d. 5 years -10 years   

e. Above 10 years    
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10. In which of the following investment avenues do you prefer to invest?  

a. Direct equity    

b. Mutual fund    

c. SIP (Systematic Investment Plan) 

d. Any other (Please specify) __________ 

11. Which mode of trading do you prefer? 

a. Online trading   

b. Broker services  

c. Sub broker   

d. Franchisee of a large broker 

e. Any other (Please specify)___________ 

12. Your average holding period of Shares:  

a. Below 1 year   

b. 1 year - 3 years  

c. 3 years - 5 years  

d. Above 5 years   

13. How would you rate your knowledge in understanding your investments?  

a. Excellent   

b. Very good   

c. Good   

d. Fair   

e. Poor   

14. Indicate the frequency of trading in the stock market 

a. Daily   

b. Weekly  

c. Monthly  

d. Yearly   

e. Occasionally  
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15. What are your motives for investing in the stock market? 

(Rank the following in the order of your preference from 1 to 7) 

a. Return   

b. Safety   

c. Liquidity  

d. Capital appreciation  

e. Tax Benefit  

f. Diversification benefit  

g. To take part in the CSR activities of the company 

16. What kind of investment are you interested to look for? 

h. High Risk - High Return   

i. Low Risk - Low Return   

j. Normal Risk-Normal Return 

17. If your share value gives negative returns over a period of time, what would 

you prefer to do? 

a) Will withdraw money from the investment. 

b) Will wait till the loss is recovered and then 

withdraw the money. 

c) Will opt to invest more since the market is 

 comparatively cheaper. 

d) Will reinvest money in other stocks. 

e) Will invest a part of it in alternative strategies. 

f) Any other 

Section 3: Awareness on different aspects of socially responsible investment  

18. Are you aware of the following concepts? 

 

Concepts 

 

Extremely 

aware 

 

Moderately 

aware 

 

Somewhat 

aware 

 

Slightly 

aware 

 

Not at all 

aware 

a. Socially 

responsible 

investment 

     

b. Ethical      
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investment 

c. Community 

investment 

     

d. ESG 

investment 

     

e. Sustainable 

investment 

     

f. Mission-based 

investment 

     

g. Impact 

investment 

     

h. Islamic 

investment 

     

i. Green bond      

j. Green 

governance 

     

 

19. Are you aware of these indices? 

    

 

Index name 

 

Extremely 

aware 

 

Moderately 

aware 

 

Somewhat 

aware 

 

Slightly 

aware 

 

Not at all 

aware 

a. S&P BSE 100 

ESG Index 

     

b. S&P BSE 

CARBONEX 

     

c. S&P BSE 

GREENEX 

     

d. NIFTY100 ESG 

Index 

     

e. NIFTY 100 

Enhanced ESG 

Index 

     

f. MSCI ESG India 

Index 
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20. Are you aware of these funds, which are based on the ESG theme? (ESG-

Environmental, social and governance.) 

  

 

Fund name 

 

Extremely 

aware 

 

Moderately 

aware 

 

Somewhat 

aware 

 

Slightly 

aware 

 

Not at 

all 

aware 

a. SBI Magnum 

Equity ESG 

Fund 

     

b. Tata Ethical 

Fund  

     

c. Nippon India 

Shariah BeEs 

     

d. Axis ESG 

Equity Fund 

     

e. Quantum 

India ESG 

Equity Fund 

     

f. Taurus 

Ethical Fund 

     

g. Avendus 

India ESG 

Fund 

     

h. Mirae Asset 

ESG Sector 

Leaders ETF 

     

i. Aditya Birla 

Sun Life ESG 

fund 

     

j. ICICI 

prudential 

ESG fund 

     

k. Kotak ESG 

opportunities 
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fund 

l. Quant ESG 

equity fund 

     

m. Invesco ESG 

equity fund 

     

n. HSBC Global 

Equity 

Climate 

Change Fund 

of Fund 

     

 

21. Read the following questions which are related to social responsibility and 

please put tick marks in the appropriate columns. 

 

Questions 

 

Never 

 

Almost 

never 

 

Sometimes 

 

Almost 

every time 

 

Every 

time 

a. Are you keen 

on noticing the 

CSR 

initiatives of 

the companies 

you have 

invested in? 

     

b. Have you 

heard of the 

sustainability 

reporting of 

companies? 

     

c. Have you ever 

noticed those 

companies 

which are 

doing 

sustainability 

reporting? 
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d. Have you 

received 

information 

about 

sustainability 

rating 

agencies? 

     

e. Have you 

received 

information 

about ESG 

(Environment, 

Social and 

Governance) 

scores of 

companies? 

     

f. Have you ever 

noticed 

companies that 

constitute 

sustainability-

themed 

indices? 

     

 

Section 4: Perception towards different aspects of socially responsible investment 

22. What is your opinion on integrating the concept of social responsibility into stock 

market investment? 

a. Not at all important  

b. Slightly Important    

c. Neutral 

d. Very Important     

e. Extremely Important 
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23. If the current company you have invested in, likes to include ‘social 

responsibility’ criteria in its investment decision, will you support this initiative? 

a. Strongly oppose 

b. Somewhat oppose 

c. Neutral 

d. Somewhat favour 

e. Strongly favour 

24.Have you ever invested in a socially responsible fund? 

(If the answer is ‘yes’ then please answer the question no. 25otherwise answer the 

question no. 26)  

Yes     No 

25. What is the motive behind your preference for a socially responsible investment? 

(Please answer this question, if your answer is “Yes” for the question no.24) 

a. Security of investing in sustainable products 

b. Reasonable return     

c. As a part of social and environmental commitment 

d. Ethical or religious reasons     

e. Advice from bank     

f. Any other (Please specify) ___________  

26. What is the reason behind not preferring for a socially responsible investment?  

(Please answer this question, if your answer is “No” for the question no.24) 

a. Lack of awareness     

b. Low returns      

c. Profit motivated      

d. Lack of commitment     

e. Doubts about the relationship between social and  

environmental variables and returns   

f. Lack of governmental endorsement   

g. Any other (Please specify) ____________ 
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27. What is your opinion on the risks related to socially responsible investments as 

compared to conventional investments? 

a. Very lower risk  

b. Lower risk   

c. Similar risk   

d. Higher risk   

e. Very higher risk 

28. As an investor, in which among the industries, you would not be interested to 

invest in 

(Please put √ in the appropriate columns) 

 

Industries 

 

Extremely 

interested 

 

Very 

interested 

 

Moderately 

interested 

 

Slightly 

interested 

 

Not at all 

interested 

Alcohol       

Tobacco      

Animal abuse      

Genetically 

modified food 

     

Arms industry      

Pesticides/Chem

icals 

     

Production of 

pornography or 

violent 

material 

     

Nuclear power 

generation 
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29. If the company you have invested in is found to be socially irresponsible, what 

would you prefer to do? 

 

SI. 

No 

 

Statements 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

a. 

 

Will not bother and continue 

with the investment. 

 

     

b. Will withdraw money from 

the investment. 

 

     

c. Will recommend others to 

not invest in the company. 

 

     

d. Will use the right as a 

shareholder and take actions 

to correct the company. 

     

e. Will take legal action against 

the company. 

     

 

30. At the time of your investment in a socially responsible fund, which 

method/methods of trading strategy would you prefer? 

a. Negative screening (socially dangerous or polluting  

options are excluded from the available investment alternatives). 

b. Positive screening (invest in companies with a commitment to 

 responsible business practices). 

c. Best-in-class (selects the leading companies with regard to 

social/environmental/ethical criteria). 

d. Ethical exclusion (excludes companies based on ethical criteria). 

e. Norm-based screening (positive or negative screenings of companies  

with respect to their compliance with international standards and norms). 

f. Thematic investment (invests in selected sectors/companies that  

play a key role in sustainable development). 

g. Integration (includes social/environmental/ethical considerations 

 in traditional financial analysis). 
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Section 5: Behavioural intention towards SRI 

31. As an investor, what is your opinion on the following statements? 

 

SI. 

No. 

 

Statements 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Agree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

 

Dis agree 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Attitude 

a. I believe that socially 

responsible funds are 

good. 

     

b. I have a favourable 

attitude towards 

investing in socially 

responsible 

companies. 

     

c. I believe that 

investing in a 

socially responsible 

fund is a wise 

decision. 

     

d. I believe that socially 

responsible funds are 

ethical. 

     

e. I like the idea to 

invest in socially 

responsible 

investment stock. 

     

Subjective norms 

a. People who are 

important to me 

think that investing 

in socially 

responsible funds is a 

good idea. 
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b. People who are 

important to me 

would think that I 

should invest in 

socially responsible 

funds if I were to 

invest. 

     

c. People who are 

important to me 

think that investing 

in a socially 

responsible fund 

would be a wise idea. 

     

d. My colleagues and 

friends are investing 

in SRI stocks. 

     

Perceived behavioural control 

a. If I want to invest in 

socially responsible 

funds, I can easily do 

so. 

     

b. I have the knowledge 

to invest in socially 

responsible funds. 

     

c. There are plenty of 

opportunities for me 

to invest in socially 

responsible funds. 

     

d. It is difficult to find 

out socially 

responsible 

companies. 

     

Environmental factors  

a. By investing in 

socially responsible 

funds, I can have a 
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positive effect on the 

environment. 

b. The companies 

should have a good 

environmental 

management system. 

     

c. I always prefer 

environment-friendly 

products. 

     

d. I make a special 

effort to find and 

invest in stocks of 

socially responsible 

companies. 

     

e. I would switch my 

investment for 

ecological reasons. 

     

f. The companies 

should opt for 

environment-friendly 

technologies and 

recycling policies. 

     

g. The companies 

should put effort 

towards reducing 

pollution and carbon 

emissions. 

     

h. The companies 

should encourage the 

use of renewable 

energy sources, 

resource  reduction 

and product 

innovation. 
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i. When I would have a 

choice to invest 

between two 

companies, I will 

invest in the one 

whose product is less 

harmful to other 

people and the 

environment. 

     

Social factors 

a. The companies 

should be more 

responsible to 

society. 

     

b. The companies 

should encourage 

donations to 

charitable 

institutions. 

     

c. The company should 

treat its employees, 

customers and 

suppliers fairly 

(should not practice 

discrimination). 

     

d. I can improve 

society’s quality of 

life by investing 

using ‘social 

responsibility’ 

criteria. 

     

e. Companies should 

respect human rights. 

     

f. The companies 

should ensure a 

healthy and safe 
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workplace for the 

workers. 

Corporate governance factors 

a. My investments will 

have a positive 

bearing on corporate 

governance. 

     

b. Companies should 

respect the rights and 

equality of 

shareholders. 

     

c. There should be a 

good system of 

accountability and 

transparency in the 

operation of 

companies. 

     

d. There should be a 

proper code of 

conduct for 

companies that I 

have invested. 

     

e. The company should 

not be involved in 

unethical business 

behaviours (fraud, 

price manipulation, 

and bribery). 

     

f. Exertion of my 

voting rights can 

positively influence 

the company. 

     

g. There should be key 

stakeholder 

engagement and 

feedback system. 
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h. There should be 

proper auditing of 

accounts. 

     

Financial performance 

a. Financial return is 

my main concern for 

investment. 

     

b. I believe that the 

return rate of socially 

responsible 

investment will meet 

my expectation. 

     

c. I believe socially 

responsible funds 

will generate profit. 

     

d. I believe portfolio 

performance can be 

improved by adding 

SRI shares. 

     

e. I think that non-SRI 

funds perform 

financially better 

compared to 

SRI funds. 

     

f. I prefer to invest in 

SRI fund without 

taking profit into 

consideration. 

     

g. I believe that the 

inclusion of ‘social 

responsibility’ 

criteria will reduce 

the scope of 

profitable 

investments. 
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Behavioural Intention 

a. I have intention to 

switch from 

conventional 

investment to invest 

in 

socially 

responsibility 

investment. 

     

b. I am willing to 

include social 

responsibility 

investment in my 

investment portfolio. 

     

c. I have the intention 

to start or continue to 

invest in socially 

responsible funds. 

     

d. If I get an 

opportunity, I would 

invest in socially 

responsible funds. 

     

e. I may invest in 

socially responsible 

funds in the future. 

     

 

 

Thank you for your co-operation 
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